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REAUTHORIZATION OF AND POTENTIAL RE- 
FORMS TO THE LAND AND WATER CON- 
SERVATION FUND (LWCF) 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 22, 2015 

U.S. Senate 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 

Washington, DC. 

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:03 a.m. in Room 
SD-366, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Lisa Murkowski, 
Chairman of the Committee, presiding. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LISA MURKOWSKI, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM ALASKA 

The Chairman. Good morning. We will call this hearing to order. 
We have several votes scheduled in less than an hour and obvi- 
ously a great deal of interest in this topic this morning, so I would 
like to get started as quickly as possible. 

I want to thank you all for being here as we meet to consider 
the reauthorization and reform of the Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Fund Act. I think it is fitting that we look at this Act today 
given that today is Earth Day. Over the past 50 years it has played 
a key role in creating our nation’s world class State and Federal 
outdoor recreation system. 

I fully support reauthorizing this Act this year in a way that re- 
flects the changing needs and evolving viewpoints about conserva- 
tion in the 21st century. 

We have a lot to cover today, so let’s begin first with land acqui- 
sition. In its first 50 years this Act was largely focused on building 
a recreation system. To do that Congress agreed that it was nec- 
essary to acquire lands at both the Federal and the State levels. 
Back then LWCF land acquisition was largely expected to occur in 
the Eastern states. Even 50 years ago there was a strong recogni- 
tion that we should focus on areas with a lack of public lands and 
therefore, fewer opportunities to recreate. 

The Senate and the House Committee reports made that point, 
and the Act itself includes an express spending limitation for the 
Forest Service. The agency cannot spend more than 15 percent of 
its LWCF funds to acquire lands west of the 100th Meridian. How- 
ever, over the years we have seen both congressional intent and 
limitations ignored. The Forest Service, for example, has spent al- 
most 37 percent of its LWCF funds on land acquisition in the West. 
Now I am not opposed to reasonable and justified acquisitions, but 
coming from a state like Alaska where close to 63 percent of our 
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lands are already held by the Federal Government, I do approach 
the need for additional Federal purchases with some skepticism, 
particularly when we are dealing with tough budgetary times. 

It seems counterintuitive, particularly in Western states with 
high percentages of public lands, to add more to what we already 
have and already struggle to properly care for, except perhaps 
when there is a case to be made that the acquisition would reduce 
long-term administrative costs. I think we recognize that makes 
sense. 

As we meet today the Federal Land Management agencies face 
a growing maintenance backlog, about $22 billion in total, and 
more than $11 billion of that is at the National Park Service. As 
we look to reauthorize LWCF, I believe that it makes sense to shift 
the Federal focus away from land acquisition, particularly in West- 
ern states, toward maintaining and enhancing the accessibility and 
quality of the resources we have. This is the best way to put our 
nation’s recreation system on the path of long-term viability. 

Now some have said that using LWCF dollars for maintenance 
is inappropriate, but I would just direct you back to the act itself 
The act states that it is not just about the quantity of recreation 
resources. It is also about the quality of those resources. 

Using LWCF moneys for maintenance activities is not new. From 
FY’98 through Fiscal Year 2001, LWCF was used to address the 
maintenance backlog at all four land management agencies. I 
strongly believe conservation in the 21st century must include tak- 
ing care of what we already have, what we choose to conserve first 
instead of simply pretending that more is always better. 

We always talk a lot about access to our public lands, and we 
have been looking at different ways to use LWCF funds to increase 
it. This is another area that is of particular interest to me. 

Many of Alaska’s really prime recreation resources are accessible 
only by plane or by boat. So access is not just about land acquisi- 
tion. It is also about development of recreation facilities like boat 
launches, trails, and roads. These are the kinds of facilities that 
are a critical link between users and otherwise inaccessible lands. 

We also need to recognize that bringing land into Federal owner- 
ship does not always equate with making it accessible to the public. 
You have heard me talk here in this Committee about the situation 
with a day care provider with little children, four, five, and six year 
olds, who went out on a picnic in the Tongass, and the day care 
provider was fined by the Forest Service for not having a permit 
to utilize the picnic table. 

The Federal lands access provision’s also one of the primary and 
most popular provisions in the bipartisan Sportsmen’s Act that I 
have been working on with Senator Heinrich. There are many ac- 
cess-related issues we can focus on this year. 

I have, again, brought up before the Committee my efforts to 
allow small scale filming on public lands to continue by making 
sure that they have access to filming rather than be denied access. 

For LWCF I would like to see greater emphasis on conservation 
easements rather than fee acquisitions so that we can continue 
lands as working lands and ensure public access. 
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When we talk about the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 
these days it is almost exclusively discussion about Federal land 
acquisition, and that is a little disappointing to me. 

Many seem to have forgotten the pivotal role that states have in 
conservation and outdoor recreation under the Act. From the start 
the Act recognized that states were the lynch pin and provided 
Federal funding for state grants for recreation planning, land ac- 
quisition and development. The state grant programs require a 50/ 
50 match. In some cases the states exceed this requirement so that 
every Federal dollar is highly leveraged. On the state side these 
dollars go to outdoor recreation facilities near where people actu- 
ally live from local city playgrounds, baseball fields to local fishing 
holes in state parks that clearly rival some of our national parks. 

From the start LWCF monies were to be allocated each year so 
that Federal agencies would receive no less than 40 percent and 
the states, the remainder. But once again, with over 85 percent of 
LWCF funds going to Federal land acquisition it is clear to me that 
we are not meeting that congressional intent. This has happened 
even though states have been strong, public advocates of public ac- 
cess and have worked with our sportsmen and sportswomen to pro- 
vide hunting and fishing and recreational shooting opportunities on 
our Federal and State lands. 

The current approach also ignores an area where states can and 
are doing a good job. 

Alaska State Parks is the largest state park system in the coun- 
try. It is our state’s largest provider of recreation facilities such as 
public campgrounds and it boasts twice the visitation of Alaska’s 
National Parks. So instead of leaving them on the sidelines, I be- 
lieve that states need to be given the opportunity to lead here. 
States are in the best position to understand and accommodate the 
needs of our citizens and not every state has access to Federal 
recreation resources. 

Now there are some who attempt to minimize the roles of the 
states in land management, and there is an attempt to drive a 
wedge between those who work and recreate on public lands. In 
fact some have tried to politicize an amendment that I offered on 
the budget several weeks back that would provide a budget reserve 
fund for Federal land transfers and exchanges with the states. 

Now those who are not from the West may not realize it, but this 
Committee effectively serves as a real estate exchange for the 
West. Buying and selling land often takes, literally, an act of Con- 
gress. These types of transfers and exchanges both with the states 
and private parties are the means of maximizing the value of pub- 
lic lands for hunting and recreation while allowing Western com- 
munities continued access to those lands best suited for multiple 
use. 

Ironically these same entities that have criticized the budget 
amendment have praised the public lands package that I nego- 
tiated and fought to include on the NDAA bill last year. That pack- 
age struck a balance. It designated new parks and conservation 
units and transferred and exchanged land for development. It des- 
ignated new wilderness as well as releasing wilderness study 
areas. 
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Advocates of conservation and development both recognized that 
this type of balance was necessary to move significant legislation, 
and that package almost fell apart over budget issues. Facilitating 
that type of a package was exactly, what I had in mind with the 
budget amendment. 

So I do look forward to the discussion about how we deal with 
Land and Water Conservation Fund and its reauthorization, but I 
think that there clearly and fairly are good issues to be discussing 
here. As we begin those conversations I do hope that they will be 
productive and constructive as we work to address areas of signifi- 
cant interest and concern. 

I have taken longer in my opening statement than I usually do, 
but I felt it was important to lay out some of the history of this 
very, very significant act, its purposes, its design and where, in my 
view, we have failed in adhering to the sum of the contours of that. 

With that, I turn to my Ranking Member for her comments this 
morning. 

STATEMENT OF HON. MARIA CANTWELL, U.S. SENATOR FROM 

WASHINGTON 

Senator Cantwell. Thank you. Madam Chair and thank you for 
scheduling this important hearing today on Earth Day to review 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund which is one of our na- 
tion’s most successful conservation programs. 

I want to say at the outset that I know my colleague. Senator 
Wyden, is unable to be here this morning because we are starting 
a markup in the Finance Committee on the Trade Promotion Act 
which will also pull me away at some point in time this morning. 
But he is a big supporter of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, and he and I are co-sponsors of legislation to permanently 
reauthorize this and provide certainty to funding. 

In addition, we will add his statement to the record and very 
much appreciate his leadership on that. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Sen. Ron Wvden Statement for the Energy and Natural Resonrces Committee Hearing 

April 22, 2015 

M. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to submit these remarks for the record. This is such an 
important subject that I had to have the voices of Oregonians heard on it. As such, I have for the 
record, in addition to my statement, letters from Oregonians in support of LWCF ~ including 
letters I have received over the past year in support of the program, letters directed to the 
Committee, and letters from several veterans explaining the importance of the outdoors and 
LWCF to combat veterans and their families. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is a critical tool for protecting our nation’s 
public lands and providing access for the outdoor activities that so many Americans enjoy. In 
Oregon, hunting, fishing, and camping are ways of life, and the LWCF has been ensuring that 
people have outlets for those activities for fifty years. Since its inception, LWCF has proven to 
be a rewarding investment for the places that make this country special, for the people who 
benefit from access to those places, and for the local economies that host these truly remarkable 
resources. LWCF not only helps protect the environmental health of these places, but it leads to 
human health benefits as well: Clean air, clean water, and the mental health benefits of getting 
outdoors are great examples. 

Well over 50 percent of the sources for clean water in the United States start on public lands. 

The 85 percent of our U.S. population that lives in urban areas relies on those water sources and 
LWCF has ensured their protection over time. In addition, programs like Vet Voice, which has 
supported the LWCF for years, help get our military veterans out into nature with their families 
to enjoy the lands they have fought so hard to protect. 

I am sure there will be a robust debate today about future funding for LWCF and proposed 
changes to the program, and I will submit questions for the record for the witnesses, but 1 just 
want to make a couple of quick points. 

First, it’s disappointing that LWCF has been authorized at its full $900 million since 1976, yet in 
most years, the program receives far less than that. LWCF is funded through revenues received 
from oil and gas leasing - meaning it does not rely on taxpayers to fund this critical program. 
And over the years roughly $35 billion has been directed to the program but less than half of 
that, only around $16 billion, has actually ended up being appropriated for use by the LWCF 
program, since 1965. Making LWCF a mandatory program and fully funding it every year, 
which is what the bill that Senator Cantwell and 1 introduced would do, will allow the benefits of 
the program to be fully realized and would be a shot in the arm to local economies that support 
outdoor recreation. 

Some have suggested that LWCF should be directed more toward paying for maintenance 
backlogs than land acquisition. I hear my colleagues’ concerns about caring for the land we 
already have. 1 share those concerns, but we have one major law for special, unique land 
acquisition and a myriad of laws for operations and maintenance. Let’s keep LWCF for its 
unique purpose. And let’s work together in a bipartisan manner to fix or beef up those operation 
and maintenance authorities. 
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I fully support the need to catch up on the National Park operation and maintenance backlog, and 
intend to look for ways to take care of that $11 billion debt. But raiding the LWCF is not the way 
to do it. Raiding the LWCF will simply result in lost opportunities, for the purchase of 
inholdings, for instance, that will cost us more in the long-run. Another example is the 
importance of the Forest Legacy Program - a part of LWCF. Let me quote from one of the 
letters submitted for the record from the commercial timber industry: “The Forest Legacy 
Program has led to the conservation of over 2.2 million acres of working forest lands, primarily 
through conservation easement purchases, with almost 50 percent of project costs leveraged from 
other non-federal sources. FLP is a voluntary conservation program that brings together federal, 
state and private partners to achieve the common goals of protecting and maintaining forest jobs, 
recreational access, wildlife habitat and clean water.” Laudable goals, all. 

The success of LWCF is evident and its impacts on local communities are profound. Just 
yesterday, I was notified that a northeast Portland neighborhood would be getting a brand new 
park and soccer field thanks to LWCF, which is great news for that community. And across 
Oregon and the country LWCF has helped secure public access to federal and state lands for 
sportsmen and hikers and has helped protect miles of trails, wildlife habitats, and critical 
watersheds. Success stories like these are why LWCF works. Fully funding the program, and 
keeping its current mix of authorities and flexibilities, will allow for future land acquisitions, 
even more state grants, and many more success stories. 

I look forward to working with my colleagues in a bi-partisan manner to reauthorize and fully 
fund this important law. I ask unanimous consent that my statement and the accompanying 
letters be entered into the record for this hearing. 
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Senator Cantwell. In the 50 years since this act was first put 
into law, and I should point out by Scoop Jackson of Washington 
State and as a suggestion by then-President Kennedy, if you look 
at the original focus of the Land and Water Conservation Fund, it 
was really in the 60’s as the country started to urbanize and to 
grow in population, people wanted to make sure that we were set- 
ting aside lands in those growing areas. So I am sure for some of 
my colleagues that represent more rural states or less densely pop- 
ulated states, the concept of Land and Water Conservation Fund 
might not be as prevalent for them. 

But I can walk around the State of Washington today, particu- 
larly within Puget Sound, and point to various parks and recre- 
ation areas that exist within the urban center that are great exam- 
ples of preservation made possible by the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund. They have made the urban center a possible place 
to work and live and recreate. That is what is so important to me 
about the Land and Water Conservation Fund. To me, this hearing 
this morning is about our relationship to stewardship. We should 
remember on Earth Day that Earth is lasting a lot longer than all 
of us, and the question is what good stewardship we provide in the 
meantime. 

So this iconic program that has helped protect many of our na- 
tion’s most iconic and most popular national parks, forests, and 
public lands is, I think, a treasure in itself. The fund has provided 
countless opportunities for hunting and fishing and other recre- 
ation uses, and it has helped support state and local conservation. 

Many of us with significant public lands in our state have seen 
the impacts of protecting these landscapes and providing for out- 
door recreation which brings strong economic benefits. The Outdoor 
Industry Association has estimated that outdoor recreation sup- 
ports more than 6,000,000 jobs nationwide and generates almost 
$650 billion annually in direct consumer spending. I hate to say 
that I am a frequent user of REI, and probably have contributed 
somewhat to that number myself. 

In Washington State, visitors to Federal lands in the state spent 
over $1.3 billion last year. So protecting our public lands is not 
only good for our environment, but also good for our economy, and 
that includes many of our small, local businesses. 

I think it is helpful to keep in mind the history of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund and its funding mechanisms. A few years 
ago, after the fund was enacted, it became clear that the initial 
funding sources would not be sufficient to fulfill the tremendous de- 
mand for land protection and for development of new recreational 
opportunities. As a result. Congress amended the law to direct a 
portion of the revenue from oil and gas development on the Outer 
Continental Shelf (OCS) to the fund. 

The concept behind linking OCS to the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund was based on the principle that a portion of reve- 
nues obtained from the depletion of non-renewable resources be- 
longing to all Americans should be dedicated to preserving other 
natural resources of lasting benefit to the nation. It was a sound 
concept then and is one that we should continue to adhere to today. 
But as the matter now stands, unless Congress acts to extend that 
authorization, the authority to credit the Land and Water Con- 
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servation Fund with OCS revenues will expire at the end of this 
fiscal year. That is less than six months from now. 

So I want to make clear that I will do everything I can to make 
sure that funding for one of the most successful conservation pro- 
grams will not lapse. I have introduced legislation, as I mentioned, 
with Senator Wyden and others to permanently reauthorize the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund and to explore opportunities to 
move that legislation forward. There has already been a strong 
vote for the reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund earlier this year on the Senate floor, which I think is evi- 
dence that there is broad bipartisan support for this program. 

So I hope that today’s hearing will be a good first step in helping 
us find a way forward toward reauthorization. I know there are 
concerns that our nation should not be acquiring land while land 
management agencies have backlogs of deferred maintenance. Ob- 
servers of this Committee know that the Chairman and I do not 
always see eye to eye, but I hope that she and I can work through 
this issue. I do not believe that we have to choose between one or 
the other, and I hope that we can work together and find a solu- 
tion. 

The National Park Service deferred maintenance backlog is the 
most often cited example of the agency’s maintenance needs, and 
I agree we must find a way to increase maintenance funding. But 
it is a mistake to assume that the only funding options we have 
are between land acquisition and maintenance. 

So, in fact, funding for maintenance is already authorized and 
every year the land management agencies receive appropriations 
for maintenance activities. So there is not a need to force mainte- 
nance activities to compete directly for Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Fund dollars. Nearly half of the Park Service’s estimated back- 
log is attributed to needed repairs for roads and highways within 
the National Park. The single biggest improvement we could make 
in reducing the maintenance backlog would be to increase the fund- 
ing level in the Transportation bill for park roads. 

So I think it is also important for our colleagues to recognize that 
the fund is already a flexible program that offers many different 
tools to enable us to protect and improve public lands. The program 
is most well-known for allowing Federal land management agencies 
to acquire land within the boundaries of designated conservation 
areas, for helping to protect wildlife habitat, and for providing new 
opportunities for hunting and fishing and recreation. 

In addition, over the past 50 years the Land and Water Con- 
servation State Assistance Program has provided over $4 billion 
through 40,000 matching grants to states and local governments 
for the acquisition and development of public outdoor recreation 
areas and facilities. In recent years, the Fund has increasingly 
been used to conserve private lands as well. For example, the For- 
est Legacy Program, which helps pay for protection of these pri- 
vately-owned forest lands. I can tell you that I hear a lot from a 
variety of groups in my state about their support for that. Simi- 
larly, cooperative endangered species grants provide funding to 
states to help protect threatened and endangered species. Further- 
more, over the past decade roughly half of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund expenditures have been for conservation pro- 
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grams directed by state and local governments rather than for tra- 
ditional Federal land acquisition. 

So I do want to say I support both Federal and State programs 
and continued funding for both Federal and State programs. 

For those that are questioning whether enough funds are being 
directed to the state program, I think it is important to remember 
that under the Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act, better known 
as GOMESA, the states will be receiving as much as $125 million 
each year in mandatory funding, not subject to congressional ap- 
propriations. So while I definitely want to see something more per- 
manent to make sure that funding is spent in the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund, I strongly believe that Federal expenditures 
need to be part of the equation. 

So again, there are not many programs that I think provide more 
tangible results than the Land and Water Conservation Fund. I be- 
lieve our nation can afford this level of investment. As I said at the 
beginning, it is about stewardship. 

It is about stewardship. It is not about what opportunities we 
take for today, but it is about what stewardship we are going to 
provide for the future. I hope all of us on Earth Day will think 
about stewardship. 

I thank the Chair for holding this important hearing, and I ap- 
preciate the witnesses making themselves available for this subject 
today. 

Thank you. 

The Chairman. Thank you. Senator Cantwell. 

With that, let us begin with our witnesses. I will introduce each 
of you. We will proceed here from my left beginning with Mr. Con- 
nor and go down the table. 

Given that we have two votes at 10:45 it is the intention of the 
Chair that we will hear from our witnesses. We will then proceed 
to ask questions of five minutes each, but we will keep the Com- 
mittee moving, and therefore, we will not adjourn for votes. 

So pardon the jack-in-the-box exercise, but we are multitasking 
here today. We appreciate not only your indulgence with that but 
your willingness to come before the Committee and provide your 
testimony. 

We will begin with the Honorable Michael Connor, who is the 
Deputy Secretary for the U.S. Department of Interior. We have had 
many opportunities to see Mr. Connor before the Committee, and 
we welcome him back. 

Next to him is Mr. Lewis Ledford, who is the Executive Director 
for the National Association of our State Park Directors. Welcome. 

Next we also have a familiar face to the Committee from a pre- 
vious Administration, this is Ms. Lynn Scarlett, who is the Man- 
aging Director for Public Policy at The Nature Conservancy. Thank 
you for being here. 

Our final witness on the panel today is Mr. Reed Watson, who 
is the Executive Director for the Property and Environment Re- 
search Center (PERC). 

Welcome to all of you. 

Mr. Connor, if you would like to begin this morning. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL CONNOR, DEPUTY 
SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely. 

Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, members of 
the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to be here today and 
discuss reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

Fifty years ago Congress enacted the Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Fund Act of 1965 as a bipartisan commitment to safeguard 
natural areas, water resources and cultural heritage and to provide 
recreation opportunities for all Americans now and in the future. 
The LWCF has heen and continues to be an innovative and highly 
successful program. By reinvesting revenues from offshore oil and 
gas activities in the public lands the LWCF both through state and 
Federal programs has proven to be one of the nation’s most effec- 
tive conservation tools. 

Simply put, LWCF makes economic sense. It makes environ- 
mental sense, it makes fiscal sense, and it makes sense for future 
generations. For these reasons this Administration believes it criti- 
cally important to reauthorize and secure mandatory funding for 
this successful program. 

I’ll quickly summarize some of the key points in my written testi- 
mony. 

First, LWCF makes economic sense. Today the National Park 
Service announced a record number of visitors to the national 
parks which translated to $29.7 billion in economic activity and 
supported nearly 277,000 jobs, and these statistics just build on 
what we already know from a recent analysis by the Federal Inter- 
agency Council on outdoor recreation that in 2012 recreation activi- 
ties on federally-managed lands and waters contributed approxi- 
mately $51 billion to the economy and 880,000 jobs. 

Second, the Land and Water Conservation Fund makes ecological 
sense. Parks and other public lands and waters are not just sup- 
porting our economy, they are supporting critical environmental 
needs. Pursuant to another National Park Service release today we 
know that national parks in the lower 48 states absorb 14.8 million 
metric tons of carbon dioxide each year with an economic value of 
about $582 million. In LWCF conservation easements have also 
protected water sources, species and ecosystems. 

At Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge in Arizona, through a 
years-old public/private collaborative effort, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service has partnered with the Bar Boot Ranch to place over 
13,000 acres of working land under conservation easement. The 
ranch and the refuge are working together to ensure survival of na- 
tive fish and wildlife on public and private land by protecting the 
upstream reaches of the Leslie Creek Watershed while also helping 
sustain the ranching business operation at Bar Boot Ranch. 

Third, the Land and Water Conservation Fund makes fiscal 
sense. In times of tight budgets we must prioritize programs which 
successfully reduce management costs and can be administered in 
partnerships across the country. To date, the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund has provided over $4 billion to state and local gov- 
ernments for these purposes and over 40,000 projects have been 
funded in every state throughout the nation in 98 percent of the 
nation’s counties. 
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Of particular importance Federal land acquisition reduces land 
management costs. In the past five years 99.25 percent of the lands 
acquired by the Department of the Interior were inholdings within 
the external boundaries of existing conservation units. The acquisi- 
tion of inholdings can reduce maintenance and manpower costs by 
reducing boundary conflicts, simplifying resource management ac- 
tivities and easing access to and through public lands. 

As an example in the T6 budget the Administration proposed 
Land and Water Conservation funding for acquisitions at Alaska’s 
Lake Clark National Park and Preserve, that are expected to yield 
significant savings over time from reduced firefighting costs associ- 
ated with native allotments. The National Park acquisition of these 
tracts would eliminate the requirement to commit firefighting re- 
sources to suppress fires on these tracts and would yield an esti- 
mated savings of $60,000 per tract during each firefighting season. 

Finally, LWCF is important for future generations. A half cen- 
tury ago Congress made a historic commitment to the American 
people. As a result we have irreplaceable natural, historic and rec- 
reational outdoor places that otherwise might not exist or might 
have been lost. To try and explain the end of the Civil War without 
the Appomattox Courthouse or the sacrifice of those who gave their 
lives on Flight 93 would be impossible without the LWCF. To share 
with future generations the grandeur of Acadia, the Tetons or the 
Great Smokey Mountains could not have been maintained without 
the LWCF. 

The importance of this funding cannot be overstated. We live in 
an era when people, especially young people, are increasingly dis- 
connected from the outdoors and history. Maintaining our vitality 
as a nation relies in part on more opportunities for outdoor recre- 
ation and more green spaces, particularly in urban areas. 

Some may argue that spending $900 million on recreation and 
conservation is a luxury we can’t afford. In reality we can’t afford 
not to. Outdoor recreation is a huge economic engine that contrib- 
utes an estimated $640 billion to the nation’s economy and sup- 
ports 6.1 million jobs which also translates to increased tax reve- 
nues at all levels of government. 

For all these reasons and more this Administration strongly sup- 
ports reauthorization. And we look forward to working with Con- 
gress before the program expires at the end of this year. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Connor follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL CONNOR 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BEFORE THE 

SENATE ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
April 22, 2015 


Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and Members of the Committee, thank you 
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss reauthorization of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this innovative, highly successful 
program. 

Fifty years ago, Congress enacted the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 as a 
bipartisan commitment to safeguard natural areas, water resources, and cultural heritage, and to 
provide recreation opportunities for all Americans, now and in the future. The Act established a 
fund in the U.S. Treasury dedicated to preserving, developing and assuring accessibility to 
outdoor recreation resources and to strengthening the health and vitality of U.S. citizens by using 
a portion of the proceeds from the development of our public lands and waters for investments in 
conservation and recreation. 

By reinvesting revenues from offshore oil and gas activities into public lands, the LWCF has 
proven to be one of the nation’s most effective tools for preserving treasured landscapes; 
expanding historic, cultural and outdoor recreation sites; protecting rivers, lakes and other water 
resources; enabling access for sportsmen and hunters; and providing grants to states for 
recreation and conservation projects. Simply put, the LWCF has greatly contributed to the 
quality of life of our citizens. 

Furthermore, the LWCF generates economic activity throughout the nation. In 2012, recreation 
activities on federally-managed lands and waters contributed approximately $51 billion and 
880,000 jobs to the U.S. economy. 

To date, the LWCF has provided over $4 billion to state and local governments for these 
purposes and over 40,000 projects have been funded in every state throughout the nation. These 
projects support local recreation and conservation and impact the lives of people in our 
communities every day. And federal land acquisition from the LWCF has protected lands in 
national parks, forests, refuges and public lands in areas too numerous to list, from Cuyahoga 
Valley National Park in Ohio to Big Cypress National Preserve in Florida; from Harpers Ferry 
National Historical Park in West Virginia to Mount Rainier National Park in Washington; and 
from Valle de Oro National Wildlife Refuge in New Mexico to Gates of the Arctic National Park 
and Preserve in Alaska. 

The Administration strongly supports the reauthorization of the LWCF, which, without action 
from Congress, will expire on September 30, 2015. In President Obama’s FY 2016 Budget 
request, he proposed to fully and permanently fund the LWCF program at its authorized level of 
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$900 million. This funding level would support 173 projects across four land management 
agencies in 43 states as well as provide assistance to states and local governments for close to 
home recreational opportunities. 

With respect to reforms to the LWCF, the Administration believes that mandatory funding is a 
key component of the LWCF program. The unpredictable nature of discretionary funding has 
limited the ability of agencies and partners to engage in the multi-year planning that is necessary 
for effective collaboration with local communities, for large-scale conservation projects, and to 
provide for recreational and sportsmen access. We look forward to working with Congress to 
expeditiously reauthorize this program for another fifty years before it expires on September 30, 
2015. 

A summary of the LWCF program, the role of the Department of the Interior and a discussion of 
the Administration’s budget request follows. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund 

The LWCF Act provides that each fiscal year until September 30, 2015, not less than $900 
million must be deposited into the LWCF. These funds consist of certain revenues from offshore 
oil and gas activities, along with proceeds from the sale of surplus real and personal property and 
motorboat fuel taxes. 

Although set aside in a discrete fund, these moneys are currently only available for expenditure 
through annual appropriations. Each year, in accordance with the Act, the Administration 
submits to Congress, along with the budget, a comprehensive statement of estimated 
requirements for appropriations from the LWCF. Congress then appropriates moneys from the 
LWCF for assistance to the states and for federal acquisition of lands and waters. 

In making its budget request, and in implementing the provisions of the Act, the Departments of 
the Interior and Agriculture work in cooperation with local communities to identify and 
maximize opportunities to secure rights-of-ways, easements, and fee simple lands from willing 
sellers that are important to the local community. The Administration supports broad 
collaboration around locally driven priorities and more efficient and coordinated ways of 
investing in, restoring, and managing the Nation’s natural and cultural resources. 

LWCF State Assistance Program 

Once moneys are appropriated from the LWCF, the Act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior 
to provide financial assistance to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, American Samoa, 

Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands for the acquisition and 
development of public outdoor recreation sites and facilities. The Secretary, through the LWCF 
State Assistance Program, apportions the grant funds among these states and areas in accordance 
with the apportionment formula contained in the Act. This formula includes a factor for equal 
distribution of a portion of the fund among the states, as well as factors for distribution on the 
basis of population and need. These grants are provided to the states, and through the states to 
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local governmental jurisdictions, on a matching basis for up to fifty percent of the total project 
costs. Grants to the insular areas may be for 100% assistance. 

The National Park Service currently administers the LWCF State Assistance program. The Act 
provides that to be eligible to receive the funds, states must submit a comprehensive statewide 
outdoor recreation plan to the Secretary, and update it at least once every five years. This plan 
evaluates the public outdoor recreation resources throughout a state, identifies capital investment 
priorities, assures community participation, and coordinates outdoor recreation programs 
throughout the state. Specific LWCF projects proposed by a state are submitted to the Secretary 
for approval to ensure consistency with the plan. Any property that is acquired or developed 
with LWCF assistance must remain available for public outdoor recreation purposes. However, 
the Secretary does have the authority in certain circumstances to convert the property to another 
use. 

The LWCF State Assistance program has a significant impact on the daily lives of people in our 
local communities and touches virtually all of America. State and local parks and projects that 
have received assistance from the LWCF are located in over 98 percent of counties in the United 
States. The LWCF State Assistance Program has, with the help of local communities, funded 
baseball fields, skate parks, and shooting ranges, it has funded access roads in state and 
municipal parks, it has helped construct playgrounds, ice rinks, boat ramps and equestrian parks, 
it has helped provide lighting for local baseball and soccer fields, funding for swimming pools, 
off road vehicle areas, and golf courses. It has funded projects as far away as Nuiqsut on the 
arctic slope, where funds were used to develop a softball field, which also doubles as the location 
for “nalukataaq,” the spring whaling celebration for the village of 400 people; to an a urban 
Bronx neighborhood in New York where the funds were used to develop lighting at the Roberto 
Clemente baseball field. 

These local recreation areas are the places we visit every day, the places where we go for a walk 
in the evening, the playgrounds where parents take their kids to run around between errands, and 
the fields used by the youth soccer club. Since the origin of the program in 1965, over $4 billion 
has been apportioned to the states for these recreation purposes. The federal investment has been 
matched by state and local contributions for a total LWCF grant investment of over $ 8.2 billion. 

An additional $66.2 million has been provided to states through competitive grant programs. 
These competitive programs include FWS Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation grants 
for states and territories to work with private landowners, conservation organizations and other 
partners to protect and conserve the habitat of threatened and endangered species, the American 
Battlefield Protection program grants, and the NFS Urban Parks and Recreation grants. 

Forest Legacy Program 

The Forest Legacy Program, administered by the U.S. Forest Service, provides grants funded by 
the LWCF to protect environmentally important forest lands while maintaining private 
ownership and working forests. More than 50 percent (over 420 million acres) of our nation’s 
forests are privately owned, and family forest owners and timber companies are facing increasing 
pressure to sell, subdivide, and develop their land. Through the Forest Legacy Program, the U.S. 
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Forest Service provides grants to state partners to protect these important lands with the focus on 
working forests. Forest Legacy helps landowners continue to provide forest products and 
resource based jobs, protects air and water quality, provides recreational opportunities and 
important fish and wildlife habitat including for threatened or endangered species. These lands 
are protected through conservation easements and fee-simple purchases with partners such as 
state agencies, private owners, and other conservation partners. To date over 2.47 million acres 
of important forestland has been protected under this program. 

Federal Land Acquisition 

The Act provides that moneys appropriated to the LWCF for federal purposes must be used by 
the President for acquisition of lands, waters and interests in lands and waters as specified in the 
Act for the national park and national forest systems, as well as for other federally managed 
public lands. It also authorizes acquisitions for the national wildlife refuge system, including 
acquisitions for endangered and threatened species. 

This funding secures access for the American public to their federal lands for recreational 
opportunities — from hunting and fishing to canoeing and bird watching. When done 
strategically, these acquisitions of fee title or easement interests in lands strengthen national 
parks, national wildlife refuges, and other federally managed public lands, resulting in cost 
savings that can offset most, if not all, additional operational costs and provide economic 
benefits for local economies. 

Federal land acquisition reduces land management costs. In the past five years, 99.25% of the 
lands acquired by the Department of the Interior were inholdings of existing conseivation units. 
The acquisition of inholdings can reduce maintenance and manpower costs by reducing 
boundary conflicts, simplifying resource management activities, and easing access to and 
through public lands. This focus maximizes management efficiencies for the agencies and, in 
many cases, reduces costs. 

For example, at San Diego National Wildlife Refuge in California, the purchase of inholdings 
through the LWCF reduced management costs while conserving wildlife habitat corridors. The 
Fish and Wildlife Service added six small, but important, inholdings to the refuge, which helped 
consolidate ownership in the heart of the refuge and protect areas of coastal sagebrush and 
chaparral that support a variety of rare plants and animals. 

Similarly, in the FY 2016 budget, the Administration proposed LWCF for acquisitions at 
Alaska’s Lake Clark National Park and Preserve that are expected to yield significant cost- 
savings from reduced firefighting costs over time. For firefighting purposes, native-allotment 
tracts such as those proposed for acquisition in Lake Clark National Park , are designated at the 
“full” protection level, meaning they are high priority for extensive fire suppression actions, and 
can incur significant costs to protect. NPS acquisition of these tracts would eliminate the 
requirement to commit this level of firefighting resources to suppress fires on these tracts, and 
would yield an estimated savings of $60,000 per allotment during fire events. 
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Federal land acquisitions also provide economic benefits. For example, since 2001, the Bureau of 
Land Management has acquired approximately 2,700 acres within the Sandy River Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern. The Sandy River and the nearby Oregon National Historic 
Trail, offer exceptional recreational opportunities for fishing, hiking, wildlife viewing, nature 
study, and non-motorized boating and river floating. This area is 20 miles from Portland - the 
Northwest’s second largest metropolitan area - and receives approximately a half million visitors 
per year. This area is an important economic asset to the local community and supports many 
local businesses. 

Federal land acquisition also protects history. This month, during her visit to the Appomattox 
Court House National Historical Park, Secretary Jewell visited the site of some of the final 
battles of the Civil War in Virginia, The LWCF was used to expand Appomattox Court House 
National Historical Park by 383 acres in the i970s. More recently, the LWCF has been leveraged 
to enable the NPS to work in partnership with the Civil War Trust to preserve six additional 
properties associated with the battles of Appomattox Station and Appomattox Court House, 
totaling 108 acres at a value of nearly $2.6 million. Those sites help protect the viewshed around 
the historic village where the McLean House — the site of surrender — stands. LWCF has been 
used to acquire land at other Civil War battlefields including Antietam in Maryland, 
Fredericksburg in Virginia, Chattanooga in Tennessee, Harpers Ferry in West Virginia, and 
Gettysburg in Pennsylvania. 

Finally federal land acquisition supports local priorities. For example. Secretary Jewell recently 
toured the Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area in Georgia. This area was originally 
created with support from the LWCF in 1979 and has benefited over the years from additional 
LWCF funding to expand and further protect it. In addition to providing recreational facilities, 
hiking and biking trails, and conserving the river and watershed, the area has had an important 
economic impact on the local communities. Last year, visitors to Chattahoochee National 
Recreation Area spent over $123 million and supported 1,723 jobs. 

In the Prairie Pothole Region of North and South Dakota, the LWCF is helping preserve the 
ranching tradition, by supporting the rural economy and protecting important habitat for wildlife. 
To date, more than 5,000 landowners have partnered with the FWS to place land under perpetual 
easements, which preclude land conversion and the draining of potholes but permit the 
landowner to retain all other rights of use and access. This conserves the native prairie and 
wetlands, protecting important wildlife habitat while supporting the continued operation of the 
region’s traditional livestock and ranching enterprises. 

And, at Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge in Arizona, through a years-old public-private 
collaborative effort, the FWS partnered with the Bar Boot Ranch to place over 13,000 acres of 
working land under conservation easement at the refuge with funding support from the LWCF. 
The voluntary conservation easement limits subdivision and surface development on the ranch 
and permits watershed restoration activities, while continuing to allow traditional ranching uses. 
The easement will help ensure continued water supplies to sustain native fish, wildlife, and 
plants, including federally-listed threatened and endangered species, while also helping sustain 
the ranching business operation at Bar Boot Ranch. 
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The Department’s FY 2016 Budget Request 

As these examples demonstrate, the LWCF makes economic sense, it makes environmental 
sense, it makes fiscal sense and it makes sense for future generations. For these reasons, this 
Administration believes it is critically important to reauthorize this successful program. 

In recognition of this important program, the President’s FY 2016 budget request would fully 
fund the LWCF at $900 million annually and would permanently authorize the LWCF. 
Beginning in 2017, funding for LWCF programs would be mandatory. Mandatory funding is 
critically important to increasing the financial certainty needed to build and enhance local and 
community conservation partnerships. It will also optimize valuable investments by leveraging 
other Federal and non-Federal funds, and, with predictability, it will enable efficiencies in 
managing LWCF programs and facilitate a more inclusive process. 

The FY 2016 budget requests full funding, of which $672.3 million is requested for the 
Department’s programs. The request supports simpler, more efficient land management; creates 
greater access for hunters and anglers and other recreation opportunities; creates long-term cost 
savings; addresses urgent threats to some of America’s most special places; and better supports 
state and local conservation priorities. 

Some of the highlights for the funding requested for the Department’s programs include; 

• $447 million (both discretionary and mandatory) for federal land acquisition, of which 
$150 million is for acquisition of Collaborative Landscape Planning projects. These 
acquisitions address specific high-priority conservation values identified through 
collaboration conducted by the Department’s land managing bureaus and the U.S. Forest 
Service; 

• $15 million (both discretionary and mandatory) for sportsmen access for sporting and 
recreation in parks, FWS refuges, and BLM public lands ($20 million if national forests 
are included), 

• $100 million (both discretionary and mandatory) for NPS State Conservation grants, 
intended to create and maintain a legacy of high quality recreation areas and facilities to 
stimulate non-federal investment in the protection and maintenance of recreation 
resources across the country, and 

• $25 million for Urban Parks and Recreation Fund grants, through the NPS. 

Overall, of the $900 million funding in FY 2016 for the Departments of the Interior and 
Agriculture combined, approximately $575 million will support conservation, sportsmen access, 
and recreational opportunities on federal land 

As noted above, the Administration’s request includes continued funding for the Collaborative 
Landscape Planning LWCF initiative. This important interagency program brings the 
Departments of the Interior and of Agriculture together with local stakeholders to identify large 
natural areas where LWCF funds can achieve the most important shared conservation goals in 
the highest priority landscapes. Conserving large-scale natural areas provides multiple resource 
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and economic benefits to the public, including clean drinking water, recreational opportunities, 
protected habitat for at-risk and game species, and jobs generated on and off these lands. 

Finally, enactment of a mandatory LWCF program is central to protecting the American heritage 
of conservation and recreation for the American people. Mandatory funding also will help 
achieve the original intent of the LWCF Act — the dedication of a meaningful portion, $900 
million, of the revenues private companies pay to access the Nation’s offshore oil and gas 
reserves for the preservation of the Nation’s lands and waters for the benefit of all Americans, 
now and in the future. The Energy Information Administration projects that offshore crude oil 
development is expected to increase an average of 1 .3% per year through 2040 (see ElA Annual 
Energy Outlook 2015 with Projections to 2040), with production expected to reach 2.10 million 
barrels/day by 2020. That is a 37% increase over 2015, At any level of crude oil prices 
projected in the Report, the incremental production of offshore oil over current levels would 
yield over $2 billion in increased revenues to the Federal treasury, well exceeding the 
Administration's funding request. 

Conclusion: 

Over its 50-year history, the LWCF has reinvested a small portion of revenues from offshore oil 
and gas leases on the Outer Continental Shelf in over 40,000 local conservation and outdoor 
recreation projects that protect our nation’s land, water, wildlife and cultural heritage. In this 
manner, the LWCF has protected conservation and recreation land in every state and supported 
tens of thousands of state and local projects. These investments not only conserve lands in or 
near national parks, refuges, forests, and other public lands — including landscapes identified for 
collaborative, strategic conservation — they also enable access to lands for sportsmen and 
hunters, protect historic battlefields, and provide grants to states for recreation and conservation 
projects improving the quality of life in cities and towns across this country. 
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The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Connor. 

Mr. Ledford, welcome. 

STATEMENT OF LEWIS LEDFORD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE PARK DIRECTORS 

Mr. Ledford. Good morning. Madam Chairman, Senator Mur- 
kowski. Ranking Member Cantwell and members of the Com- 
mittee. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I am Lewis 
Ledford, the Executive Director of the National Association of State 
Park Directors and prior to that served as the State Park Director 
in North Carolina and also the State Liaison Officer for LWCF. 

America’s state parks provide wonderful outdoor recreation expe- 
riences and unique historical, scientific and environmental edu- 
cation opportunities. There are some 2,200 state parks and over 
10,000 areas in our country when you consider all the recreation, 
natural and historic sites. Further they encompass 18,000,000 
acres and include numerous facilities including over 217,000 camp- 
sites. 

LWCF has been a key reason for this vast diversity of intense 
public recreation and accounting places from the expansive moun- 
tainous landscapes in Alaska to a coral reef in Florida to the long- 
est stalactite in the world in an Arizona cavern to locations where 
the European settlers first came to America. The splendor of the 
beauty of the mosaic of the natural resources and the cultural fab- 
ric of America are the reasons that 739,000,000 people visited the 
state park systems last year. The economic impact of our state 
park system is estimated to be $20 billion annually. 

Congress enacted LWCF visionary legislation. It’s forward think- 
ing in reinvesting back in the conservation and recreation. From 
open space greenways to trails to playgrounds to swimming pools, 
camping facilities, ball fields, state-assisted funding has benefited 
98 percent of the counties in the country. 

The state’s ability to access local decision makers like governors, 
commissioners, city managers and most importantly the soccer 
moms, the users, the skateboarders, the mountain bikers and their 
friends’ groups are crucial to ensure that the needs of each state 
and local community are met. 

The state assistance funds must be matched on a 50 percent 
level. It’s a tremendous fund raising tool for communities that 
reach out to many partners, a formal allocation of the funds on an 
equal basis to all states and territories. State agencies are well po- 
sitioned with good planning and management for LWCF projects 
because they’re well connected with their communities. 

They’re wonderful examples in the 42,000 projects from the City 
of Bremerton, Washington where they restored the beauty of a 
park on the Puget Sound Waterfront to the city of Bethel in Alaska 
where they provided park improvements for Pinky’s Park, a Native 
American community of 6,300 people accessible only by river and 
by air. 

The LWCF Act was designed to create close to home recreation 
opportunities. Priorities continue to justify those needs for state 
and local level; however, in 1976 a change was made to remove the 
60 percent funding guarantee for the State Assistance Program. In 
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1998 the program was expanded to allow for spending for related 
purposes. 

Since Fiscal Year 2004 the state portion of the program has aver- 
aged only 12 and a half percent of the total appropriation. The 
charts and the table that I provided in my written testimony read- 
ily show the impacts of these changes. 

Restoring the state share consistent with the original intent of 
the legislation would mean more spent on close to home recreation 
and on priority projects determined by the state agencies in a 
transparent process, who well know what their constituents want 
and need in terms of outdoor recreation. While not every commu- 
nity has a wonderful national park, every community has outdoor 
recreation resources. State and local parks are used by people of all 
ethnic groups, all income levels, all abilities and all ages on a daily 
basis throughout the year. 

The National Association of State Park Directors therefore sup- 
ports the reauthorization of LWCF with full and dedicated funding 
and equitable allocation up to 60 percent such as in the original 
permit or establishment of the law. It supports the use of state 
funds for renovation, restoration and facilities and stewardship of 
the recreation areas. It also supports the reevaluation of the state’s 
6(f) conversion obligation. And it would also encourage addressing 
the percentage relative to the citizens living in the urban and the 
rural areas. 

In 1965 the U.S. population was 194,000,000. Today it’s esti- 
mated to be 321,000,000. State and local outdoor recreation oppor- 
tunities and demand continue to be there. We need to address the 
population and provision for these shifting demographics and in- 
creases. Reauthorizing LWCF with a balanced and equitable fund- 
ing will have great impact today and for future generations in 
meeting the purposes of the original act. 

Madam Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and mem- 
bers of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to speak 
with you this morning. We appreciate your consideration for the 
support of America’s state and local parks, the largest chain of 
wellness and economic drivers on the planet. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ledford follows:] 
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Lewis Ledford, Executive Director, National Association of State Park Directors 

Written Testimony, Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee Hearing 
April 22, 2015 

Good Morning Madam Chair Senator Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, and 
members of the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources; 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I am Lewis Ledford, Executive Director of 
the National Association of State Park Directors (NASPD), I accepted this role just over 
one year ago following retirement from a lengthy career that began at the entry level with 
North Carolina State Park and Recreation; it concluded with the last eleven as the director. 

1 also served on the board of directors for the National Recreation and Park Association for 
the past six years. I also served as the LWCF state liaison officer for North Carolina for the 
eleven years 1 served as the parks director. Parks and conservation has been the mainstay 
of my entire professional life. I appreciate the opportunity to be part of the discussion on 
this important issue today about the Land and Water Conservation Fund. (LWCF) 

The mission of NAPSD is to promote and advance the state park systems of America for 
their own significance, as well as for their important contributions to the nation's 
environment, heritage, health, and economy. We are devoted to helping state park systems 
effectively manage and administer their state parks. Though it’s preceding organization 
dates back to the early 1900s, NASPD officially met for the first time in 1962 at Illinois 
Beach State Park on the shores of Lake Michigan near Zion, Illinois. 

America’s State Parks provide wonderful outdoor recreation experiences and unique 
historical, scientific and environmental education opportunities. There are 2,224 state parks 
and 10,234 areas when all the state recreation sites, natural areas, historic sites, education 
and scientific areas, forests and other sites are considered that encompass 18,207,318 acres. 
They include numerous facilities, including 217,367 campsites. 

LWCF has been a key reason for the vast diversity from intense public recreation to iconic 
places - from the expansive mountainous landscape in Alaska to a coral reef in Florida to 
the world’s longest stalactite formation in an Arizona cavern to locations where European 
settlers first came to America and much more. The mosaic of the natural resources, the 
cultural fabric of America, and the splendor of its beauty were enjoyed by 739,615,816 
visitors last year. The economic impact of State Parks exceeds $20B to local and state 
economies. Indeed, State Parks provide important contributions to the nation's 
environment, heritage, health, and economy. 

In preparing this testimony I have jointly worked with National Recreation and Park 
Association (NRPA) and the leadership of the National Association of State Outdoor 
Recreation Liaison Officers (NASORLO). NRPA is a nonprofit organization working to 
advance parks, recreation and environmental conservation efforts nationwide. Leveraging 
their role in conservation, health and wellness, and social equity, NRPA members touch the 
lives of every American in every community every day. Their primary membership of 
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14.000 public agencies and 48,000 citizen and professional members represent park and 
recreation departments primarily in cities, counties, townships, special park districts, and 
regional park authorities. NASORLO represents the states and territories and provides a 
liaison to Congress and the Department of Interior in the administration of matching funds 
to state and local governments for outdoor recreation. Each state or territory has a 
gubernatorial-appointed State Liaison Officer. 

Congress created the LWCF in 1965 as a bipartisan commitment to safeguard natural areas, 
water resources, and our cultural heritage and provide outdoor recreation opportunities. 

This Act will expire in September 2015, unless reauthorization occurs. 

This legacy act established a funding mechanism for Federal lands and State Assistance for 
state and local parks. For the state and local governments, this matching grant program is 
the only federal grant program for outdoor recreation. These funds help develop, acquire 
and improve outdoor recreation in parks and protected areas. States and territories have 
provided new or expanded recreation and conservation opportunities through more than 

42.000 projects. State and local projects run the gamut from open space to trails, 
neighborhood playgrounds, swimming pools, camping facilities and ball fields. LWCF 
state assisted funding has benefitted nearly every county (98%) in the countiy. 

States select high priority state and local projects using criteria from their Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans, or SCORPs, as required in the LWCF Act. The 
SCORP’s are one of the many ways to assure that local stakeholders, including the public,- 
help shape the recreation landscape within the state assistance program of the 
LWCF. Statewide plans along with the states’ ability to access local decision makers like 
Governors, County Commissioners, City Managers and local park and recreation 
professionals, and most importantly the users (soccer moms, skate boarders and friends 
groups) are crucial to ensuring that the needs of each state and local community are met. 

Examples: 

Washington, City of Bremerton 

Lions Park Waterfront Redevelopment grant in 2010 for $510,000. 

“The 1970s-era design at this park paved much of the 1,900 feet bordering Puget 
Sound and blocked stunning views with non-native trees. In rethinking the park, the 
City of Bremerton removed more than 2.5 acres of asphalt, restored the shoreline, 
and redeveloped park infrastructure with sustainable elements including porous 
paving, green roofs, rain gardens, and a nature-themed playground. The federal 
investment, less than 30% of the project, was matched with grants from the Lion 's 
Foundation and from the state. ” - Source: ILPS LWCF State Assistance Report 
from 2011 

Washington, City of Tacoma, George B. Kandle Park Aquatics Facility (Park 
Renovation) grant for $509,000 in 201 1. 
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Alaska, City of Seldovia received a $98,280 grant in 201 1 to “Upgrade and 
Expand” Seldovia Wilderness Park 

Alaska, City of Bethel 

A community of 6,300, predominantly Native American, accessible only by air and 
river, the community is located inside the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge. 
Pinky’s Park, the City’s main public outdoor recreation site, received a $125,000 
grant in 2014 to fund improvements. The Park has received $425,000 in total from 
the LWCF State Assistance Program over the past 37 years - first grant of $200,000 
was made in 1978. 

The State Assistance Program funds are allocated through the National Park Service, for 
specific projects; by law, those projects must receive at least 50 percent of their funding 
from the state and local project sponsors. The stateside money is apportioned to the 
individual states using an established formula. The formula allocates some of the money on 
an equal basis across all states and territories, with the remainder apportioned based on 
needs; needs are determined, in part, based on the state population. Projects are then 
tracked until completion and inspected every five years by the State Liaison Officer (SLO) 
or his/her designee to assure compliance in perpetuity. 

State agencies are strategically positioned to ensure good planning, budgeting and 
accountability for LWCF state assistance projects because we are immersed within our 
states and local communities. In general, state governments are in tune with the pulse and 
feelings of the population and must assume leadership roles in recreation. 

The federal side has provided a funding source for our national parks and monuments to 
assist in acquisition and development and the federal side has a pass through funding for 
state and local wildlife and wetland habitat, endangered plant conservation projects, and 
timberland conservation programs. Recipients of these funds include the Bureau of Land 
Management, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Park Service. 

The LWCF is not a true trust fund in the way “trust fund” is generally understood in the 
private sector. The fund is credited with revenues totaling $900 million annually, but these 
credited monies cannot be spent unless appropriated by Congress. 

The national priorities identified in 1965, 1980, and more recently in 2010 continued to 
verify needs within local communities and the states for additional outdoor recreation areas 
and facilities. The LWCF Act was designed to create close-to-home recreation 
opportunities. Originally 60% of the funds in this program were specifically designated 
for state and local projects. The remaining 40% was for federal agency land acquisition. In 
1976, LWCF was changed to remove the 60% guarantee of funding for the LWCF State 
Assistance Program. 

Since fiscal year 2004, the state assistance portion of the program has averaged only 12.5 
percent of the total appropriation, while the federal land acquisition and other federal 
programs have received 87,5 % of the funding. The following chart LWCF 
Appropriations: FYI965-F'Y20I4 clearly defines exactly when the State Assistance’s 
severe decline started. 
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Land and Wate r L^onsetvatlon Fund: Oi/srvmi^, m s-' \ 


Figure I. LWCF Appropriations. FY 1 965-FY20N 



Source: The primary source for these data Is the DOI Budget Office, at http:/Awvv.doi.gov/btfdget^udget- 
dataxfrn. Sec the entry for "Land and Water Conservation Fund Receipts: MS Excel Spreadsheet.” Data updated 
on March S. 2014. 

Notes: The graph does not reflect $76 million provided for the transition quarter from July 1 , 1 976, to 
September SO, (976. Also, dollars are not adjusted few inflation. 


The legislative amendments, or changes, that have occurred since LWCF was enacted 
include: 

• 1968 - Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas royalties added 

• 1976 - Removed the 60% guarantee for state assistance program, but left “not less 
than 40% available for federal (land acquisition) purposes” 

• 1977 - Funding level increased to $900 million 

• 1998 - Expansion of funds through appropriations to include “related purposes” 
other than land acquisition, no change in the Act. 

The following chart illustrates the resulting allocation changes to the LWCF State 
Assistance Programs. 
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LWCF Appropriations 

Prior to 1997 and Since 1997 for ‘other purposes" 


1965-1997 


$5.6 billion 
(63%) 


S3.3 billion 
(37%) 


SO 

( 0 %) 


1997 2012 


$4 5 billion 
iGl%) 


$0 8 bii.ici'i 
( 11 %) 


$2 2 biliion 
(29%) 


Technically, there was no change made to the LWCF Act in 1998. The Act says, “Moneys 
appropriated from the fund for Federal purposes shall, unless otherwise allotted in the 
Appropriation Act making them available, be allotted by the President to the following 
purposes and subpurposes , . , ” It goes on to list the guidance on acquisition of land, waters, 
or interests in land or waters for which the President may use the funds. Congress 
appropriates funds for other purposes based on the part that is in italics. 

Funds used for related purposes have gone towards the following: 

• BLM: Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), Maintenance 

• FS: Forest Legacy, road rehabilitation and maintenance. State and Private Forestry 
Programs 

• FWS: State and Tribal Wildlife Grants, Cooperative Endangered Species 
Conseivation Fund, Noifh American Wetlands Conservation Act Fund, Deferred 
Maintenance, Landowner Incentive Program, Private Stewardship Grants 

• NPS: Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program (UPARR), Historic 
Preservation Fund, Elwha Ecosystem Restoration, Deferred Maintenance 

Some funds have also gone to USGS and Bureau of Indian Affairs for non-acquisition 
purposes. The total amount that has gone towards other purposes is approximately $2. 1 
billion. Funds were appropriated for other purposes in FY1998, FY2000, and every year 
since. 

The Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act of 2006 (GOMESA) designates 12.5 percent of 
revenues associated with certain Outer Continental Shelf leases in the Gulf of Mexico are 
directed to the LWCF stateside program. These funds are automatically available and do 
not require any action by Congress to appropriate them. Congress can appropriate 
additional funds to the stateside program if it wants to. GOMESA revenues are divided into 
two phases. Phase I (FY2009-FY2016) includes qualified revenue from leases issued in 
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two small geographic areas within the Gulf of Mexico Program Area. Phase 11 includes 
qualified revenues from the majority of existing leases issued since December 20, 2006, in 
the Gulf of Mexico Program Area and any future leases issued there. Phase II will begin in 
2017 with funds disbursed to the LWCF the following year in 2018. Revenues under Phase 
II are expected to be much higher; however, the combined amount designated to the LWCF 
stateside program and the Gulf States is currently capped at $500 million through 
FY2055. The most that the LWCF stateside program could receive is 12.5% of revenues 
from Phase I plus a maximum of $125 million from Phase II revenues beginning in 
FY2018. 

Restoring the state share consistent with the original intent of the legislation would mean of 
course millions more spent on close to home recreation on the priority projects 
determined by state agencies, in a transparent process, who know best what local 
constituents want and need in terms of outdoor recreation. It is estimated that 
dedicating 60% of funds to the state assistance program would more than triple the funds 
available to local communities under the status quo. Ensuring state-controlled planning 
(SCORP) that includes mandated federal agency participation is critical moving fomard. 
Providing flexibility to State Liaison Officers for LWCF stateside funds to include 
renovation, restoration & stewardship of lands for outdoor recreation is an important 
component of the act. Additionally, NASPD and NRPA are committed to addressing the 
increasing urban needs that have arisen over the years. The state representatives know and 
understand the needs within their respective jurisdictions. 

We all recognize the current limitations on the Federal budget. But every member of 
Congress can agree that the dollars invested through the LWCF State Assistance 
Program for local projects like parks, ball fields, pools, and playgrounds which 
preserve those spaces in perpetuity are very worthy investments in the future health 
and well-being of America. Open space, greenways and trails are vital to the quality 
of life in communities. As new initiatives like the “Every Kid in a Park” targeting fourth 
grade students to get in a safe outdoors park emerge, so should the ability to provide 
accessible and walkable green space. The health benefits are undeniable and new studies 
continue to evolve on how important unstructured outdoor play is to all citizens. The 
economic benefits of the construction of these projects should not be ignored. 

LWCF State Assistance Program funds have been objectively and effectively administered. 
Over two-thirds of LWCF State Assistance projects have been awarded to over 10,800 
municipal, county and Territorial public agencies including Native American communities. 
And nearly a third has been used to acquire and/or develop America’s State Parks. LWCF 
State Assistance has been essential in creating the building blocks of State and local park 
systems. Assisted sites provide conservation and recreation access for citizens of all ages 
and abilities. LWCF is brilliant in that it is a public policy that encourages truly long-term 
investment and fiduciary stewardship. 

In summary, the State Assistance Program, which was founded as a core priority program 
at the time of the LWCF’s creation, has been especially neglected over the last two 
decades. 
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It’s a fact that State Assistance has been the victim of the major changes to the LWCF Act 
to not only change the mandatory allocations, but also add new and loosely defined “related 
purposes” as eligible uses for LWCF dollars. These “related purposes” or new programs 
were added to the law in 1997. While certainly serving worthwhile goals, these additional 
accounts have effectively squeezed the State Assistance allocation down to no more than 
12% to 13% of total LWCF appropriations since 1998. 

This has lead the State Assistance Program - again, a core tenant and justification for the 
very creation of the LWCF 50 years ago - to receive an average annual appropriation of 
about $35 million since 2006, while these “other purposes” have averaged $120 million 
annually for the same period. That is $35 million intended to address critical conservation 
and outdoor recreation needs in all 50 states and six territories. 

All this as state and local agencies must comply with important conditions such as the 
dollar-for-dollar match and 6(f), which we do because we understand that those are part of 
what makes the State Assistance Program successful. Consider, however, the example of 
Alaska, which has received an average of only about $375,000 in State Assistance 
apportionment each year since 2000 to address its many state parks and local parks 
departments. 

Therefore, it’s simple to understand how many states - having seen their funding so 
severely diminished while still required to match their grants dollar-for-dollar AND 
maintain and protect these sites for public recreation use in perpetuity - have begun to 
question the program’s retum-on-investment (ROI), let alone the return-on-objective 
(ROO) which is to address the critical close-to-home conservation and outdoor recreation 
priorities in their communities. 

While not every community has a national park, every community has local outdoor 
recreation resources. These parks are used by people of all ethnic groups, all income levels 
and all ages on a daily basis throughout the year! 

The State Assistance Program: 

• Provides healthy outdoor recreation areas and facilities close to home 

• Doubles the impact of the federal grant; many grants are matched significantly 
more than the required dollar-for-dollar 

• Stimulates strong support and involvement from the local citizens 

• Allows for the ongoing upgrade and renovation of existing facilities 

• Provides ready access to healthy options to address the national priority for 
improving the activity level of children and adults 

• Addresses the needs of providing new and improved areas in metropolitan areas to 
address urban growth and redevelopment 

• Provides economic stimulus through active outdoor recreation that contributes 
$646 billion annually to the economy, support 6. 1 million jobs, and generates $40 
billion in tax revenue 

• Makes our communities and cities attractive places for industry and professional 
job growth. 
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The National Association of State Park Directors, therefore supports: 

• Reauthorization of LWCF with full and dedicated funding, including the original 
allocation of up to 60% allocation for matching grants through the State Assistance 
Program 

• The ongoing use of state and local grants to use all or part of LWCF stateside funds 
for renovation, restoration & stewardship of lands and outdoor recreation areas and 
facilities 

• Relaxation or elimination of some of the state’s 6(f) conversion obligation 
especially for smaller projects 

• The elimination of 6(f) responsibilities of the states, if adequate funding is 
unavailable, as it then becomes an unfunded mandate placed upon the state 

• A formula that fairly dedicates stateside funds within each state’s allocation based 
on the relative percentage of citizens living in metropolitan statistical areas and 
rural areas. For example, if 33% of a state’s citizens live in MSAs, then the SLO 
would be mandated to award 33% of funds to projects serving an MSA. 

In 1965 the US population was 194 million. The US Census agency projects the 
population to reach 321 million this year. State and local outdoor recreation opportunities 
must grow to keep pace with a growing population and shifting demographics. 

Reauthorization of LWCF, with balanced and equitable funding of the State Assistance 
allocation, will have great impact today, and for future generations, in meeting the purposes 
of the original Act. Thank you for your consideration. 

Madam Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and members of the committee, 
thank you again for the opportunity to speak with you this morning. We appreciate your 
consideration and support for America’s state parks — the largest chain of wellness 
centers and economic drivers on the planet! Thank you. 

References : 

CRS Land and Water Conservation Fund: Ovcrv'icw, Funding Hisloiy, and Issues 

Outdoor Industry Association 2012 

National Association of State Park Directors, 201.1 

NASPD, Statistical Report of State Park Operations: 2011-2104, NCSU-PRTM 
Attachments : 


NRPA LWCF State Assistance Program Fact Sheet, 2015. 1 page 
NRPA State Sheets 2014, 50 pages 

NASPD Inventory', Total State Park Areas and Total Trails, 1 page 
NASPD Inventory', Total State Park Visitation, 1 page 
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MRFl. POLICY POSITION 

• Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and permanent funding. 

• Protect the interests of states and local communities by providing fair and equitable treatment for the State 
Assistance Program of no less than 40% guaranteed funding for formula grants to the states for active outdoor 
recreation. This is the same amount required by law to be allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

• in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40 percent of 
the total LWCF funding in FY16 to the Sfotei4ss/stonce Program, with a dedicated amount being provided to the 
"Outdoor Recreation Legacy Program” competitive grant initiative. 


B^fJEOEOUND 

In 1965, the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) was 
enacted to help preserve, develop and ensure access to 
outdoor recreation facilities for the purpose of strengthening 
the health of U.S. citizens. 

Congress created LWCF to meet the nation’s growing need for 
access to ciose-to-home outdoor recreation. The money for the 
fund comes not from taxes, but primarily from oil and gas lease 
revenues derived from federal lands. This helps balance the 
environmental impacts associated with resource extraction by 
ensuring that new parks and open spaces are accessible to aii 
Americans. 

Lasting Impact on Local Economies and Quality of Life 

The LWCF State Assistance Program requires states and local 
communities to match the federal investment dollar*for-doi!ar. 
Since 1965, the LWCF State Assistance Program has: 

• Provided over $4 billion to states, territories and local 
communities, Combined with the local match, LWCF 
State Assistance funds have yielded a total investment of 
more than $S billion. 

• Funded more than 42,000 focal and state projects in 
every county in America. 

That Continued Impact Is At-Risk 

• LWCF funding to states and local communities has 
steadily declined from $376 million in 1979 to $45 million 
in FY14. 

• From 1965-1976, 60 percent of LWCF appropriations 
went to theStofcAss/sfonce Program. 

• Since 1988, only 13 percent of LWCF appropriations have 
gone to the Stofe Assistance Program. 


WHY CONGRESS SHOULD MIT 

Creating Jabs and Stimulating the Economy 

The outdoor recreation industry is one of the nation's most 

important economic drivers. 

• The LWCF State Assistance Program stimulates active 
outdoor recreation, which contributes $646 billion 
annually to the economy, supporting 6,1 million Jobs, as 
well as generating nearly $40 billion in federal tax 
revenue.’ 

• More American jobs depend on trail sports (768,000) 
than there are lawyers (728,000) in the U.S. ’ 

• Americans spend more annually on bicycling gear and 
trips ($81 billion) than they do on airplane tickets and 
fees ($51 billiori). ’ 

• Americans spend nearly as much on snow sports ($53 
billion) as they do on Internet access ($54 billion].’ 

• 20 new jobs are created for every $1 million invested in 
par1( and recreation conservation projects such as those 
funded through LWCF State Assistance."' 

• The 725 million annual visits to America's state park 
system — a recipient of LWCF State Assistance funding 
— contribute $20 billion to local and state economies.’ 

fveryStofe and Terntory Annually Receives Funding 

States do not have to compete against other states for funding. 
Each year, a set percentage of LWCF State Assistance funding is 
equally distributed to the states and territories. Remaining 
funds are then allocated based on population. 
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Avaihbie To ond Ustd By £v*ry Amorican 

Whit* not «v«rv communtTy h»s a national park, «v«ry 
community has local outdoor rocreational resources. These 
parks are used by people of all ethnic groups, all irvcome levels 
and all ages on a daily basis throughout the year. LWCF State 
Assistance funding ensures ciose*to-honie public recreation 
resources virith parks ar>d projects located in every county in 
America. 

Wise Use of federal funds With No Deficit impact 

• LWCF is budget neutral, having been authorized with a 
dedicated funding source of Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) 
offshore ofl and gas leasing revenues for nearly five 
decades. 

NOTE: OCS revenues for 2013 ohne totaled $9 BILLION 

• States and localities are required to match federal funds 
dollar-for-dollar. This doubles the investment In state and 
local park and recreation projects, thereby creating more 
jobs. 

• Land used for LWCf State Assistance projects must remain 
in recreational use in perpetuity. This ensures that the 
federal, state and local investments remain available for 
future generatiorts of Americaris. 



' Source; Outdoor Industry Association 2012 

* Political Economy Research Institute University of MA 

* National Association of State Park Okectois 


FISCAL YEAR 

.... ...... 

■ TOTAL IWCF*;'. 

r'lwct State Assistance 

P'.Tcerttctge of 

' Total LWCF 

AnKHJ'U StHte Aisisl^fice 

Would Have Received 

witii a 40% Al'ocation ' 

FYll 

i 

$300,761,000 

$40,000,000 

13.3% ] 

$120,304,400 

FY12 1 

$322,517,000 

$4S,000,000‘* 

13.9% 1 

$129,006,800 

FV13 i 

$305,479,000 

$39,934,400 

13.1% 1 

$122,192,000 

FY14 

$305,043,000 

$45,000.000*** 

14.7% 

i 

$122,417,000 


‘Source; Dept, of Intenct LWCF funding history 
( www do* eov/ b udeet/uptoad/ tVVCf RtCEIPTS-vts) 


** In FTIZ. the final conference appropriations hib provided $4S 
mibion for the LWCF State Assistance ptogram. However, an 
across the board government fundiisgcut lesuhed in that number 
being reduced to $42,1SS,00(> which Is the amount apportioned 
to slates. 


“‘In FY14 LWCF State Assistarree funding totaled S4Sm. which 
included $42m In^mula grants to thestates and $3m in 
‘competitive* grants. 


(Date; Match 2015) 
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Alabama National Recreation 

Land and Water Coriservation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



MRPA POLICY POSITION: 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) whidi protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program, 

“ in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FYIS to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projecb 
.funded h) state fay LWCF State 
Assistance 196S-2013 

Total ftmding protMed to 
the state from LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

891 

$65,253,255 

$75,790,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



' Amount Aniropriatodb the 
, State AsebtmcePn^iram 

State atlocathm 

Wbot state would hate 
recaivad with 40% atio^^n 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$659,868 

$2,025,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •* 

$625,353 

$1,927,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in Ffl3. source: www.cioi.gou/buciget/upi<yod/i.wcFRFaiPTS,xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced opproprlotlons bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program, However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42,133,000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

*’ In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the fina! amount apportioned to states was S39,S34,4IX which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by ''sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Projwct 

Phil Campbell Splash Pad Project 
Every Child's Playground 
Troy Recreation Sportsplex Playground 
Development 


Redpient 

Town of Phil Campbell 
City of Gunteranile 
City of Troy 


Dftls Approved 
8 / 29/2012 
3 / 26/2012 
8 / 31/2012 


Amount 

$ 149,100 

$ 50,000 

$ 50,000 


■For more information about the impa>.t of iVVCF Stale Assistance in your state, visit http-//waso-i',vcf-nac.nps.gov/pubfic/mde>(,c.fm 

www.nrpa.ofg/Advocacy 
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Alaska National Recreation 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

" Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H,R, 2727) whidi protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF fundmg is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

" in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of project* 
funded in state fay LWCFStata 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to 
the state Awn LWCfState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

282 

$34,634,340 

$49,587,589 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



AiTMDt /appropriated to tbe 
State Assistance mgratn 

State ailoeaOcm 

Wbatetate would ftava 

4C^ ntifaca^n 

FV12 

$45 million" 

$381,919 

$1,170,000 

m3 

$39.9 million •* 

$361,943 

$1,109,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.doi.gov/i)uciaet/upioaci/LWCFfiFCSiPTS.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced oppropriotions blit provided $iS million for the LWCF Stole Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42, 138.000 which is the amount apporttoned to states. 

** lr> FY 13, LWCF State Assistance w/tw funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration.'' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Projert 

Skater’s Lake Park 

Johnson Lake SRA West Campground 
Upgrade 

Ssidovia Wilderness Park Upgrade and 
Expansion 


Recipient 

Metlakatia Indian Community 
Alaska Division of Parks 

City of Seldovia 


Date Approved Amount 

4/6/2011 $98,280 

7/25/2011 $172,133 

4/6/2011 $98,280 


RSf«' March 20X4 


For more information about the impact of lWCF State Assistance in you.- state, vlsic httpWv'iasc-nvct.ncrc.nps.gov/public/index.cfm. 

WWW. nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Arizona 

Land and Wa ter Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 




NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor iegisiation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

" In absence of authorizing legislab'on, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by NaHonal Park Service (NPS) 


Total ntrarber of projecU 
funded in state fay LWCF State 
, Assistance 1985-2013 

Total funding provtdad to 
the atata from LWGFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

728 

$59,963,031 

$162,700,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 




Anutimt Appropiteted te the 
State Assistance Program 

State allocation 

What state would have 
receive with 40% ailocatfon 

m2 

$4S million* 

$838,710 

$2,576,000 

FT13 

$39.9 million •* 

$794,841 

$2,538,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FYi3. Sourtx: www.d<>i.gou/budge(/upiwd/LWCFRECaPTS.xls 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCf State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced toS42,l3S,000 which is the amount apportioned testates. 

In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance iv«s/wncfef/<rfS42,J38.0Cit?. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the monclatory 
spending cuts caused by "seguesttarion." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE; 


Proj£w,;t 

Slide Rock State Park Improvements 
Eagar Sports Complex 

PInetop-Lakeside Multi-Use Facility Lighting 


Arizona State Parks 

Town of Eager 

Town of Pinetop/Lakeside 


Dote Approved 
3 / 13/2008 
3 / 13/2008 
4 / 25/2007 


Amount 

$ 174,071 

$ 148,995 

$ 155,000 


for more informsbon about the impact of UVCF State Assistance in your state, visit http://wa'.o-!wcf-ncrc.nps.gov/pubiic/index.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Arkansas 

Land and V¥atef Coriservation Fund State Assistance Program 




National Recreation 
and Park Association 



mm POLICY POSITION: 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

■ in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of pn^sots 
funded in sfats by LWOF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding proirided ta 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 19^-2013 

2012 UnmetNaed 

722 

$49,879,285 

$231,716,346 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Alhottnt Ai^prfatad to the 
Stal»AssistMce Pri^m 

State allocation 

Wh^ state would have 
faoaWad with 40% allocation 

FY12 

$45 million” 

$525,907 

$1,613,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •* 

$498,399 

$1,537,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. soura>: www.(M.govAyuciggt/upio<Ki/i.wcFREC£iPrs.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding ci 
resulted In That number being reduced to $42. 138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13. LWCF State Assistance was funded al $42,138,000. However, the final amount opportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


ProjeirE 

Delta Heritage Trail 

Monttceilo Multi-Park Development 

Pine Bluff Park Improvements 


Raclpient 

Arkansas State Parks 
Cltyof Monticelio 
City of Pine Bluff 


9/18/2013 

5/2/2012 

7/31/2012 


Amount 

$398,228 

$128,442 

$258,959 


Oats Iktarct) 20.1.4 


.. For more informabcri about the iinpeclof iWCr State Assistance m your state, visit nttc;/,'\vaK!-lwcf-ncrc nps.gov/public/index.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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California National Recreation 

Land anci 'A'ater Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 3nd Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

“ in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WOKK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Tstal number of projoots 
funded in skate fay LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to . 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,556 

$290,577,686 

$4,850,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



L Armunf AppropriaM to the 
SlateAssistmiGa Program 

State alloCaHon 

What state would have 
received with 40% alloeatlon 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$3,603,254 

$11,089,000 

FV13 

$39.9 million •* 

$3,414,784 

$10,443,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, source: www.doi.gou/budger/upioafi/LWCFREcaPTS.xis 

* In PY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided 545 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced toS4?,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to sfofes. 

In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apporticuyecl to states was $39,934,400 which refected the mandatoiy 
spending cuts caused by “seguestration.~ 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE; 


Project Recipient 

Live Oak Park Amphitheater San Diego County 

Brentwood Park Development City of Costa Mesa 

Griffith Recreation Center Development City of Los Angeles 


Date Approved 
5/16/2012 
5/16/2012 
9/18/2002 


Amount 

$214,000 

$294,250 

$389,614 




For more information about the impact of LWC? State Assistance irs your state, visit nap //v.'as.o-lwct.ncrc,nps.gov/pubfic/!ndex.c;fm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Colorado National Recreation 

Land and Water Cortser¥ation Fund State Assistance Program snd Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

“ In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WOKK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


: latal number of pn^U 
funded in state by LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Totai funding prtnMed to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

982 

$60,721,623 

$625,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Ai^oprtated to the 
State Assistance Program 

State allocation 

What state would hare 
: received with 40%aliooation 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$734,450 

$2,255,000 

^13 

$39.9 million •• 

$696,034 

$2,175,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305,4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gav/budget/uptooci/LWCFHSCFiPTS.xls 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the airiount apportioned to swes. 

** /n P/ 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandaloiy 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project. 

Recipient 

Date Approved 

Amount 

Fossil Creek Trail at East Trilby Road 

City of Fort Collins 

8/15/2012 

$258,320 

Cottonwood Creek Trail - Safe Passage 

City of Colorado Springs 

9/14/2011 

$222,713 

Dog Off-Leash Area at Cherry Creek 

State Park 

State of Colorado 

9/14/2011 

$547,565 


Msrcft rOI4 


For more ttiformation about the impact of UVCF State Assistaoce in your state, visit httpi/M'sso-Ivvd.ncrti.nps.gov/public/index.cfm' 
' • , www.nfpa.org/Advocacy 
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Connecticut National Recreation 

Land and Water Conserr/atton Fund State Assistance Program 3nd Park Association 



HRPA POLICY POSITION: 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

® Co-Sponsor iegisiation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local corrimunitiesby requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program, 

” in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WOKK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of project$ 
funded in state by LWCF State 
Assistance 196&-20t3 

Total hiflding provided to 
tbe state from LWCF State 

Assistence 196S-20i3 

2012 Unmet Need 

375 

$64,180,400 

$87,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount AnPFO|Md*ted to the 
State Assistance Program 

State allocation 

What state would have 
recehrad with 40% allocation 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$640,008 

$1,965,000 

R13 

$39.9 million •• 

$606,532 

$1,832,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.doi.gov/iiudiiet/upioad/LWCFPEcaPTS.xis 

' In f'Y12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided SdS million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, art across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to Sd?., 138.000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

•* ki FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, The final amount apportioned to states was $39,034,400 which repeated the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by ’’’sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


SiiverSands Boardwalk 


Environmental 


Date Approved 
8/31/2012 

9/9/2011 

9/11/2007 


Amount 

$1,200,000 

$563,000 

$801,415 


: For more information about the impact of IVVCF State Astistsnce in your jtate, visit http:, -Vwsso-Kvcf.n 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 


c.nps.gov/pubtic/ir)clex.dm . 
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)elaware Natlonai Recreation 

jTid £«ii1 'Water Con-serwtion Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA POUCY POSITION: 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, induding full and dedicated funding. 

• Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total ntimban of projects 
funded to state by LWGFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total binding provided to 
tfM state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

193 

$36,874,038 

$12,250,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



>: Adnvnt An>ropriated to ttie 
' ^te Assistabce Program 

StataallecaUon 

What state would have 
leMhad with 40% aHodatlon 

FY12 

S45 million* 

$401,465 

$1,230,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •* 

$380,466 

$1,172,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. spi/rre: www.doi.gov/buiiget/upiooci/LWCFRf:cEiPTS.xis 

‘ In FY12, the final conferenced oppropriotions bill provided $45 million for The LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to stores. 

In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance wos funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by ''segiiestratlon.'' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Cape Henlopen State Park - Primitive Cabins 

Trap Pond State Park - Baldcypress 
Nature Center 

Delaware Seashore State Park- Southeast 
Day Area 


Rad(^ent 

DNREC- Division of Parks and Recreatton 
DNREC - Division of Parks and Recreation 

DNREC - Division of Parks and Recreation 


Date Approved Amount 
3/29/2012 $300,000 
9/8/2009 $100,000 

9/9/2008 $775,000 


For, more informatvon about the impact of lWCF State Assistance in your state, visit nttn://\v3so-l\vcf.r,f.rc.nps.gov/public/mdex,cfm 

www'.nrpa.'org/AdvocacY . , ■ 
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Florida National Recreation 

Land and Watfjr Conservation Fund State Assistance Program snd Park Association 



NHPA POLICY POSITION; 

* Support the reauthorizatiorr of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

" Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total nimilMr of projects 
funded in state by LWCF State 
: Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to 
the state from LWCF State 
Assistanoe 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

530 

$133,173,530 

$32,129,870 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Appropriated to the 
StateAssistance Pregratn 

State aHocatloii 

What state would bate 
:fe(MNd;wllh4S%^ 

FTa2 

$45 million* 

$1,878,632 

$5,777,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$1,780,369 

$5,642,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: wwwMoi.gov/bucigec/upiooci/LWCFREaiPrs.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided S^IS mllHon for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42, 138.000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

"In FY13, LWCF Stcrte Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However.theflnalamountopportionedtostates was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project Recipient 

Sims Park City of NRE Port Richey 

Sanford Marina Day Boat Slips City of Sanford 

Mobbly Bayou Wilderness Preserve City of Otdsmar 


Date Approved 
8/23/2012 
5/10/2012 
3/26/2012 


Amosmt 

$ 200,000 

$ 200,000 

$150,000 


..For more information about the impact of iWCf State Assistance in your state, visit http:/;w3so-Kvci.mrc,rtps.gov/pub)ic/index-cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

^ Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, induding full and dedicated funding. 

® Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) whid» protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FV15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total, number of projects 
funded in state by LWCFState 
. Assistance 196S-2013 

Total funding proved to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 196S-2013 

2012 UnmetNead 

1,007 

$83,419,866 

$123,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Anmpriated to the 
, State Assistance Ftegram 

Stats allocation 

What ^te would h ave 
tecaivad wfth40% aliocatton 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$1,045,953 

$3,213,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$991,244 

$3,146,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miliion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.(ioi.gov/bucige:t/upiooc}/i.wcFRFC£iPTS.xis 

* In FY12. th<! final conferenced approprlotions bill provided $45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42, 138.000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

**ln FY13. t.WCF State Assistance was funded at $42,133,000. However,theflnalainountapportionedto.stateswas$39,934.400whlchref!ectedthe mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

City Park Playground 
Wills Park-City Pool 

City Pond Park-Miracle League Complex 


Recipient 
City of Maysviile 
City of Alpharetta 
City of Covinpon 


Date Approved 
8/30/2012 
8/22/2012 
8/21/2012 


Amount 

$52,500 

$105,000 

$105,000 


For. mdre information about the impact of -.VVCF State Assistance in your state, visit r.tip://vr3So-lwcf.ncrcnps.gov/public/mdex.cfrn 

www.nfpa.orf/Advocacy 
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Hawaii ^4 National Recreation 

Land and Water Coriservattoii Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA POUCT POSITION: 

“ Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

" Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protecte the interest of states and local communitiesby requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

• in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


T»UI number of pn^eots 
funded in state by LWCF State 
Assistance 1965~2013 

Total ftifldtnS provided to 
thestatefromLWCFState 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

149 

$38,681,447 

$2,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



AmountAnH'Opriatedto the 
State AssistMce Program 

Slats allocation 

What state would have 
recaWed with 40% aflocatton 

R12 

$45 million* 

$446,693 

$1,369,000 

PfU 

$39.9 million •• 

$423,329 

$1,299,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, source: www.<h)i.gov/bud<iet/ijpio(id/LWCFfii;aiPTS.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF SMte AssIstotKe Program. However, art across The board government funding ci 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 whlctt Is the amount apportioned to states. 


In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states w 
spending cuts caused by "seguestratlon." 


5 $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Ala Wai Community Park, Oahu 
Hapuna Beach State Recreation Area 
Pana'ewa Rainforest Zoo and Gardens 


Recipient Dele Approved Amount 

City and County of Honolulu 9/9/2011 $518,236 

Department of Land & Natural Resources 9/3/2010 $100,000 

County of Hawaii 9/S/2010 $290,000 


Dster: Msrtfi SO.M 


■ For more information about the impact of LVVC.r State Assictance in your state, visit httcr/Avaso-hvcin 

www.nrpa.org/Advoc8cy , 


c.nps.gov/publicAndex.cfm . 
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Idaho 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 




National iecreation 

and Park Associatiori 







HRPA POLICY POSITION; 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

" Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


. Total numbor of projoob 
funded In stately LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

432 

$39,445,141 

$4,222,729 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



/Mmwnt Appioprteted to 
$late Assistance Program 

State aUoeaUoa 

What State vWuM havh/ C 
rec^rod with 40% aDocatidn 

FYi2 

S45 0)111100“ 

$441,329 

$1,353,000 

FYia 

$39.9 million •• 

$418,245 

$1,302,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.doi.gou/budget/ui3ioaci/LWCFRecEiPTS.xis 

* In FY12. the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding ci 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount appordoned to states. 

*' In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,133,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the maridatory 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Proiect 

Memorial Playground 
American Fails Skate Park 
Majestic Park Development 


SecipisRt 
City of Barcroft 
Q'ty of American Fall 
Cityof Rathdrum 


Date Approved 
9 / 20/2013 
4 / 5/2012 
2 / 7/2012 


Amount 

$ 40,000 

$ 82,250 

$ 117,927 


. For more mforovsbcn about the impact of IWCF State Assist 


tate Assistance in your state, visit httpL-'/waso-iwd.nac.nps.gou/publicyitidex.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Illinois 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Progtam 




National Recreation 
and Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

■ Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

® Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projecb 
funded instab by LWCFStato 
Asststanoe 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to . 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

846 

$158,283,767 

$669,382,200 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and The impact to the state through a 40?/a allocation. 



. AmolUitAppropitetedtothe 
5tete Assistanoe Pr^ram 

State allocatioa 

What f^te would have : 
recefveit edth 40% aliotia^n. 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$1,451,699 

$4,464,000 

FTIS 

$39.9 million •• 

$1,375,767 

$4,105,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: wwwM.g 0 v/buciget/upioaci/ 1 .wcFRECiiprs.xis 

* In FY12, the , final conferenced appropfiotions bill provided $4S million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to$42. 138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at S42,.i38,00Q. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by ’'sequestration.'' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Mossvitle Soccer Complex 

The Grove Addition 

Wise Ridge State Natural Area 


Peoria Park District 

Glenview Park Diarict 

Illinois Department of Natural Resources 


Date Approved Amount 

8/18/2012 $393,700 

8/25/2011 $750,000 

7/23/2009 $476,026 


■ Formore informabon. about the impact of LWCF State Aisistance in your state, visit hUp:/Avaso-ivvd.n 

vwww.nrpa.org/Advocacy 


c.nps.gov/pijbiicyindex,c.fm • 
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Indiana 


ervation Fund State Assistance Program 




National Recreation 
an 



HRPA POLICY POSITION': 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in fY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number Of proi«ot$ 
funded in state fay LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding protrtded to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 196&-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

566 

$85,567,420 

$510,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amoidrt AM>rb|Hfate(t to the 
S^te Assistance Program 

State aUocatlon 

What state wottid have 

m2 

$45 million* 

$830,292 

$2,550,000 

■ms 

$39.9 million •• 

$786,863 

$2,398,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, souw; www.di-^.govAi^dget/upioaciAwcFPec^/PTS.x/s 

* In FY12, the final conferenced approprlotlons bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on ocrass the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

In FY 13, 1.WCF State Assistance vios funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,034,400 wbkh reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration. “ 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Robe Ann Park 
Riverside Garden Park 
Archbold Wilson Memorial Park 


Ifediwant 
City of Greencastle 
Leo-Cedarville Park Board 
Ossian PaHc Board 


Date Appnjved 
9/13/2013 
4/18/2012 
4/9/2012 


AnH'sunt 

$ 200,000 

$199,550 

$137,058 


'. Forrhore information about the impact of LWCF Slate A 


G.rips.gov/public/index.cfm 


www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Iowa 

Land and Vfatsr Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 




National Recreation 
and Park Association 



NRPA POUCY POSraON: 

** Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, inciudmg full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projects 
funded In state bylWCFStata 
Assistance 196S-2013 

Tbtal funding provWed to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1.223 

$55,084,859 

$249,500,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Ain(NifltAn>roprtete(f to the 
State Assistmtce Piogram 

State allocation 

What state would have 
liecaivsd 

m2 

$45 million* 

$552,351 

$1,694,000 

ms 

$39.9 million •• 

$523,460 

$1,598,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: * 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LVYCF State Assistance Program. However, 
resulted In that number being reduced to . $42, 138,{XX> which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

*' In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states 
spending cuts caused by "seguestratlon.'' 


i.doi.gov/budget/upload/LWCFRFCFIPTS.xIs 

across the board government funding ci 
$39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE; 


Project 

E.B. Lyons Interpretive Area 
Pool Renovation 
Bigelow Park Improvement 


Rsdi^ent 
City of Dubuque 
City of Postvilte 
Woodbury County 


Date Apjjrov>.‘d 
9/13/2013 
12/S/2011 
9/S/2010 


Amount 

$175,000 

$75,000 

$179,427 


, For more information about the impact of V'.\‘CF State Assistar\ce in your state, visit htto://wasc'-iwcf,n 

www.nfpa.org/Advocacy 


i:.np$,gov/pubhc./index.cfra ■ 
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Kansas AA Natlonai Recreation 

Lami and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program snd Park Association 



NRPA POIJCy POSITION: 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

• Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of pro|oct» 
fnndad tn state bf LWCFState 
, Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding provWeif to 
the state from LWCF Slate 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

639 

$51,398,596 

$523,366,800 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40?/o allocation. 



AMdunt AiN^priated te the 
State Assistance Program 

State aUocathw 

What state would have 
rocehred wlth40% aHocetfon 

FVa2 

$45 million* 

$551,903 

$1,693,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$523,035 

$1,599,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.chi.go\//budgei/upioad/LWCFRECSiPV>.xls 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $4S million for the LWCF State Assistonee Program, However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to S42,138.CXX} which Is the amount opportfoned to states. 

In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance wtf5 funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuK caused by "sequestration.'' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project. 

43rd Avenue Park 

Hillsdale State Park Campground 

Perry State Park Improvements 


Recipient 
City of Hutchinson 
Department of Wildlife and Parks 
Department of Wildlife & Parks 


Date Approved Amount 

9/16/2013 $200,000 

9/16/2013 $253,236 

9/15/2009 $170,000 


Fof more information about the i.mpect of ivVCF State Assistance m your state, visit nttG:/Avaso-iwct.'icfr..nps.gou/pubiic/index.cfm 
www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Kentucky 

Larisl and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 




National Recreation 
and Park Association 



MHPA POLICY POSITION-, 

“ Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

' in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

AH data provided by National Pari( Service (NPS) 


Total number of projftoti 
funded in state by LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total ftindtng provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

C 2012 Unmet Need 

1,280 

$60,239,893 

$9,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



AmpimtApproprtaMto Hie 
State Assistance Program 

State ailocation 

What riata would have 
with 40% allocation 

F¥12 

$45 million* 

$630,368 

$1,934,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million** 

$597,396 

$1,833,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.cM.govA>uctget/upuxici/LWCFRsa;iPTS.xis 

” In F/.I2, the final conferenced appropriotions bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State A^istonce Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced toS42, 138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

*• In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000 However, the final amount apportioned to states w 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.’' 


s $39,934,400 whidi reflected the mandatary 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Prtijfict ftedpieot 

Pikevllie Bob Amos Park Horse Riding Area City of Pikevilie 
Calvert City Country Club Tennis Court City of Calvert D’ty 

Lake Reba Handicap Accessible Playground City of Richmond 


Date Approver! 
8/7/2012 
7/1S/2012 
3/12/2012 


Amointt 

$60,000 

$50,000 

$50,000 


:■ For more informabon about the impact of IVVCf State 


c.nps.gov/pUblic/index.cfm 


www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Louisiana National Recre»ition 

< o-jnservation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA POUCy POSITION: 

" Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

® Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities fay requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Asastance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projects 
fended In state by LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 196&-20i3 

2012 Unmet Need 

720 

$71,872,068 

$215,068,823 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



: Amount Appropriated to tbo 
State AsMstanee Program 

State alioeaHoa 

Whfifs|atewouidhava| . 
reeahttd With 40% alibcaton ; 

FY12 

$43 million* 

$693,004 

$2,127,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$656,756 

$1,970,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. souro?; www.(M.gov/buiigt;r/upityoci/LWCff<FC£iprs.x!s 

* In FY12. the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42, 13Ji,000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

‘*/n FY13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at S42J38, 000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which leflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by ''sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Lamendola Dog Park 

William T. Polk City Park 

Cassidy Spray Park and Canoe Launch 


Recipient 
City of Gonzales 
CltyofVfdalia 
Cityof Bogalusa 


Date Approved 
8/9/2012 
8/9/2012 
8/27/2012 


Amount 

$ 200,000 

$200,000 

$ 200,000 


f>3!e, MsrcH 20.1,4 


For rhore information about the (.mpect of iVVCf State Assistance in ycur state, visit http://vvaso-lvvcf-ncrc.nps.gov/pubtip/index.cfrri 

www.nrpa.ofg/Advocacy 
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Maine National Recreation 

Lane! and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 3ncJ Park Association 



HRPA POLICY POSITION; 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

" Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

• in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Tbtal mmiber of pro}«eU 
fyflded in tbte by IWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding prOTMed to . 
the statafhMB LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 UametNeed 

841 

$41,355,424 

$34,500,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amoiint Appropriated to ttte 
State Assldance Program 

State alloeaden 

What state would have 
recetyad yrttb 40% ali^tlon 

m2 

$45 million" 

$412,512 

$1,264,000 

F¥i3 

$39.9 million •* 

$390,935 

$1,188,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. sotirix: wmv.cioi.gi>v/buciget/upio<td/LWCFRFaiPT!>.xis 

* In Fyi2, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the ooKHint apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at S42,138,0KI. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which rejected the mandotoiy 
spending cuts caused by "seguestratlon." 


PROJECTS 

Pr«ja«t 

Sebago Lake State Park Infrastructure 
Improvement 

Colonial Pemaquid Pier Restoration Project 
Standisb Johnson Park Playground Project 


FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 

Recipiartt Date Approved 

State of Maine, Bureau of Parks and Lands 7/13/2012 


State of Maine, Bureau of Parks and Lands 7/12/2012 
Town of Standish 5/24/2012 


Amount 

$59,141 

$107,530 

$27,966 


■For more information about the impact of IXVCF State Assistance m you;' state, visit http:,//w3so-lwct.ncTC.nps.gov/publiQ‘!ndex.cfm 

www.nrpa.ofg/Advocacy 
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Maryland National iecreatlon 

Laiicl and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program snd Park Association 



NEPA POLICY POSITION; 

" Support the reauthoritap'on of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 272?) whidi protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

• in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Tatal number of projecfo 
funded hi state by LWCFState 
. Assistance 196&-2013 

Total fundii^ provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 19SS-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

333 

$79,839,087 

$79,909,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



AnwuAt A^fopriated to the 
State AssistmeePraigrain 

State ailocatioft 

What state would have 
received with 40% allocation 

m2 

$45 million* 

$815,659 

$2,505,000 

m3 

$39.9 million •• 

$772,996 

$2,363,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: wwm.(ioi.gov/budge(/upiood/iwcFiiECEiPTS.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations blU provided $45 miliiort for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, art across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

*' In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by “seguestradon.’' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Newtowne Neck State Park 
Spriggs Farm on the Magothy River 
Harriet Tubman Underground Railroad SP 


Recipient 

Maryland Dept, of Nahjra! Resources 
Maryland Dept, of Natural Resources 
Maryland Dept of Natural Resources 


Date Approved Amount 

9 / 13/2011 $ 400,000 

9 / 8/2010 $ 700,000 

9 / 9/2009 $ 1 , 191,312 


For more information about the impact of LA'Cf State Assistance m your state, visit nttpi/Avaso-lvvcf.ncrc.nps.gov/pijblic/index.cfnri 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacv 
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j Massachusetts 

i Land and Water Conseruaflon Fund State Assistance Program 




National Recreation 
and Park Association 



NRPA POUCy POSITION: 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including fut! and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H,R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projecti 
funded ill state by LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total fundinjg prostded to 
the state from IWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

452 

$97,645,198 

$17,229,602 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Appropriated ta tfM 
; State Assistwce Program 

Stata allocathui 

What state would have 
received wHh 40% allocation 

FV12 

$45 million* 

$915,594 

$2,813,000 

FTIS 

$39.9 million •• 

$867,703 

$2,597,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: ia 

* In f'Y12, the final conferenced appropriations hill provided million for the LWCF State Afsistonce Program. However, 

resulted in that number being reduced to $42, .138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

In FY 13, LVJCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states 
spending cuts caused by "seauestration." 


i.dK)l.gov/budger/upload/LWCFRFCEIPTS,xls 

across the board gove.'nment funding ct 
$39,034,400 which reflected the mandatory 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Goodwill Park Playground 
Fisher Hill Reservoir Park 
Community Field 


For' more information about the ir 


.Recipient 
Town of Hoiiiston 
Town of Brookline 
City of Holyoke 


Date .Approved Amount 

4/11/2011 $111,587 

9/9/2010 $500,000 

9/9/2010 $500,000 


iCt of iWCF State .Assirtance in your state, visit http://w3SO-lwcf.n 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 


c.nps.gov/pubiic/index.cfm 
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Michigan 

Lanci and Watea- Coriservation Fund State Assistance Program 


National Recreation 
and Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

" Co-Sponsor legislation (H,R, 2727) whidi protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisib'on program. 

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by Nab'onal Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projects 
funded In state by LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding protddad to 
tfM stats from LWCF State 

Assistance 196S-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,752 

$129,468,099 

$370,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



. Afflounl Appropriated to the 
State AssMance hrogram 

State atlocatkm 

WtoristatoTtouidtiave i 
recahradwHIt 40% aljpcattob f 

FYi2 

$45 million* 

$1,139,797 

$3,503,000 

: FV13 

$39.9 million *• 

$1,080,179 

$3,183,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FYi2 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.cloi.gov/budget/uplood/LWCFRFC£IPTS.xls 

* In FY.'l2, the final conferenced appropriations hill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42, 138,000 which is the amount appottfoned to states. 


"* in FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount appoitioned testates si 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration." 


s $39,934,400 which refected the mandatory 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Bayfront Phase I: Clinch Park Beach 
Crawford County Sports Complex 
Township Park Multi-Purpose Pavilion 


City of Traverse City 
Crawford County 
Township of Plymouth 


7/18/2012 

6/8/2012 

6/8/2012 


Afn<jurst 

$113,550 

$113,550 

$113,550 


For more infoirnabon about the impact of ivvc? State Assistance in yavr state, visit http.//waso-ivM.ncTc.nps:gov/public/index.cfrn 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Minnesota National Recreation 

Land anti Water Conseriration Fund State Assistance Program 3nd Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ CO'Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of prelects 
' funded in state by LWCF State 
. Assistance 1965-2013 

Total fufiding prostded to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,272 

$72,909,797 

$128,500,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Annropriated to the 
SUfeAssUtenoe F^ 

State aUoceUon 

What state would have 
rec^ved wlth40%:8llooatlpn 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$737,644 

$2,264,000 

Ftl3 

$39.9 million •• 

$699,061 

$2,142,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.chi.gov/iiuciger/upiooci/LWCFRECEiPTS.xi!! 

* In FY12, the final conferenced opproprlotions bill provided S45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

"In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,034,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "seguestration." 

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 

Project Recipleot Date Approved Amount 

Forestville State Park Department of Natural Resources 7/9/2012 $489,662 

Memorial Park Douglas County 1/17/2012 $50,000 

Stan Hoimass Memorial Park City of Newfolden 1/17/2012 $58,000 


For more information about the impact of iWCi^ State Assistance inyou’- state, visit http://'A'aso-iwcf.ncrc,rips.gov/piibiic/index.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Mississippi Natlonai Recreation 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



SRPA poucY posrnoN: 

*“ Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, inciuding full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) whidi protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF furtdirtg is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

• in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of proj«ot» 
funded In state bg LWGFStato 
As&iatance 196S>2013 

Total binding provWed to 
the state from LWCF State 

Asoistanoe 1865-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

560 

$47,521,308 

$90,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Ai^nt Aj^Mropitated to the 

State atiocation 

WhatiUata would hhvs . 
receivedwtth 4(^ siioca^n 

nfi2 

$45 million* 

$527,054 

$1,616,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$499,486 

$1,518,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: wwwMoi.gov/bucigt?t/upioa(i/i.wc.FRECEiPTS.xls 


• In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cot 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42, 138,000 which Is the amount apiMrtioned to states. 

*' In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,139,000. However, the final amount opportkmeci to states was $39,934,400 whkh reflected the manclatJiy 
spending cuts caused by "seguestration. “ 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE; 


Project 

Roosevelt State Park - Water Park 
Great River Road Day Use Area 
Tishomingo State Park - Swimming Pool 


Recipient 

Dept, of wndlife, Fisheries & Parks 
Dept, of Wildlife, Fisheries & Parks 
Dept, of Wildlife, Fisheries & Parks 


Date Approved Amount 

3 / 29/2012 $ 502,170 

8 / 27/2012 $ 150,000 

12 / 17/2008 $ 415,000 


ns!e- March ?.0ia 


, ... For more information about the impact of LWCF State Asssitance in your state', visit http://vv3SO-lwcf.'ncTc.hps.gov/pubiiC/irideK.cffn 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Missouri National Recreation ; 

.'•pservation Fund state Assistance Program and Park Association | 



MRPA POLICY POSITION: 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated ftinding. 

® Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by taw to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

" in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Tatai number of pn^octa 
funded in state by LWCF State 
Assistance 196b>2013 

Total funding provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,290 

$85,099,474 

$2,093,050,638 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amuht Appropitated to Hie 
State As*istmee Program 

State aUocathm 

What stete would : 

leeelved with 40% ^locatlbn 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$787,059 

$2,416,000 

FYia 

$39.9 million •• 

$745,892 

$2,271,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.doi.gov/buciget/upk)(iei/i.wcFRECsiPTS.xls 

* In PY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided S4B million for The LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced toS42,138.000whlchlstheoinounTapportfOfiedrostates. 

*’ In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final omouni apportioned to states was $39,934,400 whld) reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Gerald City Park ADA Improvements 

Houston Soccer Fields 

Parr Hill Trail Renovation and Extension 


Recipient 
City of Gerald 
City of Houston 
City of Joplin 


Date Approved 
8/21/2012 
8/1/2012 
6/18/2012 


AmourJi; 

$83,334 

$52,500 

$222,253 


OBfe March 2at<I 


For more Information about the imcacl of LWCF state Assistance in you: state, visit http://v.-3so-Kyd.ncrc.nps,gov-/pubiic/inciex.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacv 
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NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

^ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 


All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projeob 
funded in statobylWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to 
the state from LWCFStato 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

782 

$37,969,383 

$200,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount ARProprtatod to the 
^to Assistance Ptogram 

State ailocafron 

iWhat i^to frould hfre 
received with atidcaton 

FYi2 

$45 million* 

$397,434 

$1,218,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$376,646 

$1,154,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.ch}i.gou/buciget/upioaci/i.wcFRSCEiPTS.xis 

* In FV12, the final conferenced appropriations blit provided $45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted In thot number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

** In FY Z.9, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42..138, 000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which lefleclvd the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Recipient 

Oats ApproTOd 

An\ount 

Shelby Splash Park 

City of Shelby 

8/23/2012 

$91,200 

Whitehali Community Outdoor 

Whitehall School District 

8/23/2012 

$91,200 

Recreation Park 

Mount Ascension Natural Park Expansion 

City of Helena 

8/23/2012 

$91,200 


for more.itiformabcitT about the impact of LWCF State Assista.nce in you- state, visit httpr//v.'aso-fvvcf-ncrc'.nps.gav/puWic/intlex.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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i Nebraska w.' lion,!* %'V'. 

i Land and Water Consereation Fund State Assistance Program and 



NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated furjding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) whidi protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

" in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total numberofproleots 
funded in atateiiy LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding pronded to 
the state from LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

20^ Unmet Need 

953 

$45,493,954 

$98,500,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Ammuif Aniropriated to the 
State Assistance Program 

) State allocation 

What state would have 

roeairod with 40% allocation 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$470,250 

$1,442,000 

fY13 

$39.9 million** 

$445,653 

S 1.366,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FYIS. Source: www.(ioi.gov/hiidgttt/upioc!ci/LWCFFECEiPTS.xls 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 mllh'ort for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42, 13li,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

"'In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "seguestration." 



PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Rscipient 

Date Approved 

Amount 

Cambridge Splash Pad 

City of Cambridge 

8/7/2012 

$S2,500 

Spoitsmsn's Park 

Village of Johnson 

8/1/2012 

$112,004 

Ceresco Playground improvements-Ceresco Village of Ceresco 

5/21/2012 

594,134 


Pste. March 20, M 


for. more information about the imoact of LVVCf State Assistance in your state, visit nttp:/;w3»-lwd.ncrc.nps.gcv/pubiic/mdex.6',fm 

www.nrp3.org/Advocacy-- 
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Nevada dA National Recreation 

Land and Water Consereation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program, 

" in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of 
funded in state by LWCF State 
Assistance 196S<20n 

Total fundingprovided to 
tfM state ftam LWCF State 

Aseistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

332 

$41,357,018 

$15,300,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



: . Ainoimt AnMtipriated to the 
: : Sta^ Asaistaoce Pirogrmn 

State allocation 

What state would have 

received with 40% ailoeatioit 

PY12 

$45 million* 

$540,654 

$1,658,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$512,375 

$1,643,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.doi.gov/bu<jger/uptoaiJ/iwcFREaiPTS.xi$ 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations blit provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42, 138,000 which Is the amount opportioried to states. 

** In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amouni apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mor)(latory 
spending cuts caused by “seguestrarton. " 

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 

Projiset: i^dplent Oats Approved Amotmt 

Wlidhorse SRA Campground Renovation Nevada Division of State Parks 7/31/2012 $150,000 

Mogul Park Playground Resurface Washoe County 2/6/2012 $86,750 

In-Town Skate Park Refurbish Cityof Ferniev 1/24/2012 $42,450 


OBtfi' Match 2010 


For more Information about the impact of UVCF State Assistance in your state, visit nttp-V/waso-lwcf.ncrc.nps.gO'Vpublic/index.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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New Hampshire ft A National Recreation 

Land anil Water Conservation Fynd State Assistance Progtam snd Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSiTIOM: 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistant® Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land aojuisition program. 

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FYIS to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN TFIE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of proi«cts 
funded (n state by LWCF State 
Assistance 196S<2013 

Total funding prorMed to 
tfie state from LWCF State 

Assistanee 196S-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

647 

$37,228,390 

$103,555,400 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amomit Appropliated to the 
: State Assistanee Program 

State atiocatiofl 

Wbat state would bare 
reeeivBdwftb 40% anooatton 

FYi2 

$45 million* 

$424,156 

$1,300,000 

mi 

$39.9 million •* 

$401,970 

$1,228,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.(iiii.gov/biiaijetMjioaci/LWCFfiecEiPrs.xis 

* In FY12, the final canferenceci oppropriotions bill provided $45 rnillionjor the IWCF State Assistance Program, However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42, 133.000 which Is the amount oppordoned to states. 

'• /o FY 13. LWCF State Assistance was funded irt $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by “seguestration:" 


PROJECTS 


Project 

Town of Belmont Pavilion and Riverwalk 
Newfound Pathway 

Carpenter Park Recreational Enhancement 


FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Recipient 
Town of Belmont 
Town of Hebron 
Town of Chichester 


Date Approved 
6 / 20/2012 
3/16/2012 
1/31/2012 


Amount 

$99,944 

$112,070 

$110,590 


.For more information about the impact of iWCF State Assistance in your state, visit http.//w3S5-iwcf-ncrc.nps.gov/pubtic/irKiex.ctm 

www.nrpa.org/Advoc3cy 
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Mew Jersey National Recreation 

Land and Water Coiiserwation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

" Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

® Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding Is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by iaw to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total nttmber of pro|ectt 
funded in state by LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total binding provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

309 

$12,921,994 

$301,567,215 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



.. AifWuAti^ipropriated tothe 
5rote Aasistanee Program 

State ailooathMi 

What state would have 
:roeetviidw|Rh^^ 

FVia 

$45 million* 

$1,124,387 

$3,456,000 

mz 

$39.9 million •• 

$1,065,575 

$3,193,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: wwwM.gov/budget/upiood/i.wcFRFCBPrs.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced oppropriotions bill provided $45 mllllonfortheLWCf State Assistance Program, However, ot> across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42,J3B,000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance wns funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned testates was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatoi'y 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Proiect 

ftBdplent 

Dale Approved 

Ansount 

Island EJeach State Park 

New jersey Dsparbnent of 
Environmental Protection 

9/20/2013 

$1,038,000 

Riverfront Park 

New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection 

8/28/2012 

$679,335 

Addition to Forest Education 

Resources Center 

New Jersey Department of 
Environmentel Protection 

9/6/2011 

$360,000 

Bsf»- ntsrcn 


For more informabon abotitthe impact of LWCF State Assistance in your state, visit nttp://v.'3so-iwctnc'’c.nps-gov/public/index.cfm 

www.nrpa.orf/Advocacy 
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New M.6XiCO Natlonai Recreation 

Lanil and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

• Support the reauthorizaP'on of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

" In absence of authorizing legislah'on, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of pn^eoU 
fanded In state ty LWCF State 
Asalstance 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to 
tfteatatefNMnLWCFState 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,024 

$41,632,345 

$239,400,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Appropriated to the 
; State Asjdatttree Pnqpam 

State etloeatloB 

Wiurt iriate would have 
received with 40% elioration 

m2 

$45 million* 

$489,038 

$1,500,000 

AFYIS 

$39.9 million •• 

$463,459 

$1,430,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: wYrw.fM.gov/i)udget/ui}iocici/LWCFRf:cEiPTS.xh 

* In FY12. thefinoi conferenced appropriations bill provided iA5 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the omourrt opportfoned to states. 

** in FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned testates was $39,934,400 which reflected the maridatoi'y 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.'' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE; 


Project 

Recipient 

Date Approved 

Amount 

Oasis State Park Development 

New Mexico State Parks 

7/23/2012 

$175,000 

Bluewater Lake State Park Development 

New Mexiax State Parks 

7/23/2012 

$400,000 

Pancho Villa State Park Development 

New Mexico State Parks 

7/23/2012 

$175,000 


Date- Msfijft ra.M 


Formore ittformabon about the i.mpscl of L'vVCf State Assistance in your state, visit http:.'Maso-l\vc1.'iac.nps.gov/pub]lc/index.dm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Mew York 

Land anci Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 




National Recreation 
and Park Association 



? 1 










.-s'-to :a. 


NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

Alt data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 



. Dotal number of projects 

Total ftmding provided to 



funded in state by LWCFState 

the atafs from LWCF State ; 

2012 Unmet Need 


Assistance 1965-2013 

Assistance 1965-2013 i 



1,201 

$234,379,050 

$1,345,964,742 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Aihpimt Appropriated to the 
State Assistance ftogram 

SteteaHocathm 

What itete would hate / 

received with 4^ ailbeatlon : 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$2,030,805 

$6,247,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •* 

$1,924,583 

$5,693,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source; www.<M.gM/iiu(tg«t/uf)ioo<i/i.wcF[<FC[:iPTS.xls 

'/> across the board government funding cut 
IS 535,934,400 which lePected the mandatory 


* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, a. 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 


** In FY 13. LWCF State Assistance was funded o't $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportiotted to states w 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Sunken Meadow Golf Course Irrigation 
Installation of Playground Equipment at4Parks 
Chenango Valley State Park - Water Systems 


New York State OPRHP 
New York State OPRHP 
New York State OPRHP Central Region 


Date 
8/31/2012 
7/26/2012 
9/9/2011 


Amount 

$1,200,000 

$60,000 

$525,000 


Tor more information about the impact of l'.VCF State Assistance m vour state, visit nttp;//'.v. 

www.nrpa.Drf/AdvocacY 


rt.nps-gov,''public/mdex.cfm 
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North Carolina ft A Natlonai Recreation 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION: 


Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727 ) whit^i protecte the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total artnual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

Ail data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


TotaLnumber of projecto 
funded in abte by LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total fuBdingprostded to 
the state from LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

892 

$80,439,260 

$1,378,948,051 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amoimt Appropriated to Uie 
State Assistmca Program 

State aUocathM 

What state wouid hare 

received with 40% aHocatton 

;fVi2 

$45 million* 

$983,747 

$3,020,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$932,292 

$2,988,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305,4 million in FY13, s>urcs; www.aoi.gov/budget/upiood/LWCFREaiPTS.Kis 

* In FY12, the final conference^ appropriations bill provided$4S million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced toS42,138.000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

‘’In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 whkh refiected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by ‘'seguestration." 

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Research Triangle Park 

Neighborhood Park 

Burt Gillette Athletic Complex 


Incipient 

Town of Morrisville 
Town of Castalia 
City of Wilson 


Date Approved Amount 
9/13/2013 $200,000 
9/13/2013 $200,000 
1/16/200S $100,000 


.For.more mform3t.cn about the impact of cVVCF state Assistance in your state, visit http;/Av3So-i\.vcf,nctc.nps,gov.'DUbtic/index.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

® Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 272?) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

” in absence of authorizing legislah'on, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FVIS to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

AH data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number or pn4*oU 
funded in state by LWCF State 
Asolstance 1965-2013 

Tbtal funding provided to 
the stats from LWCF State 

Aseiotanee 1965^2013 

2012 Unmet Naed 

1,175 

$35,567,721 

$100,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Anwi^AK>fopHated to tbe 
SiatoAssistMce Program 

State allocation 

What atote would hAVS; 
reeatved wtth 4^« atli^^n • 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$377,509 

$1,156,000 

Firi3 

$39.9 million •• 

$357,763 

51,095,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.<ioi.gov/buager/upic>aciAwcFRFCSiPTS.xis 

• In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations blit provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistar>ce Program. However, on across the board government furtding cut 
resulted In thot number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

In FY 13. LWCF State Assistance was furtded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration. " 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Grahams Island State Park Camf^round 
Development 

Bismarck Lions Park Playground Renovation 
Beuiah Central Park Playground Renovation 


Recipient 

State of North Dakota 

Bismarck Park District 
Beulah Park District 


Date Approved 
7/27/2012 

1/5/2012 

l/S/2012 


Amount 

$316,680 

$35,362 

$26,445 


For more information about the impact of LWCF State Assistance in you^ state, visit http://w3So-:w’Cf.ncrcnps.gov/public/tndex.cfm.: 

www.nrpa.brg/Advocacy - . 
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Ohio 

LantI and Water Conserwtion Fynd State Assistance Program 




National iecreation 

and FarkAssociatioii 





NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, ir^duding full and dedicated funding. 

■ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

" in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FVIS to the State Assistance Program, 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projects 
funded In state by LWCF State 
. Askistance 196S-2013 

tetal bindli^profidedto 
thestatetromLWCFState 
Aaeistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,196 

$147,029,031 

$23,714,406 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Appropriated to the 
^te AeeiMtanoe Pragram 

State allocation 

Whid »tate Would 
recelMd WKh 4^ ail^atlon 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$1,281,884 

$3,940,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$1,214,835 

$3,611,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. sou/-«.v m 

* in FY12, the final conferenced appropriations blit provided $45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, 
resulted in that number being reduced to$42, 138.000 which Is the amount apportioned testates. 

*' in PY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 whicit reflected the mandotorv 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration. “ 


'.dol.gov/budger/uploo(l/LWCFRPCEIPTS.>ds 

across the board government funding ci 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISI'ANCE: 


Project 

Recipient 

Date Approved 

Amount 

Elyria Township - The Rowland Nature 
Preserve 

Elyria Township 

7/16/2012 

$71,696 

WinesburgPark 

Paint Township Trustees 

3/30/2012 

$54,320 

Hiram School Park 

Village of Hiram 

3/21/2012 

$75,250 


; For more' informahon about the impact of LWCF State Assistance in your state, visit nttp:'7vseso-Kvd.n 

www.nfpa.org/Advocacy 


r.,nps.gov7public/mdex,cfm 
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Oklahoma 

Lane! and Vrater Consea'ation Fund State Assistance Program 



National Recreation 
and Park Association 



NHPA POLICY POSITION: 

” Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including fuH and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local corrimunitiesby requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

" in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


' Total number of projeota 
funded ifl state by LWCF State 
Astlstance 1965-2013 

Total hind)^ proNrided to 
tfw state LWGFSUte 

Aesistanca 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,061 

$56335.961 

54,580,640 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



; Ant^t Appropriated te the 

1 ^teAseistmee Program 

StateatloeaUon 

What state VfOuM have 
reoaiyed with 40te atldcatldh : 

FYi2 

$45 million* 

$606,648 

$1,861,000 

FTi3 

$39.9 million •* 

$574,917 

$1,758,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. soi^w: www.doi.gov/buagift/upton(i/iWCFRSWPTS.xis 

’ In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations blit provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board gove.'nmsnt funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

*’ In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 whkh refiected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration.' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Prsijfict 

Sunrise ParkSpIsshpad 

Hennessey Park & Aquatic Center - Phase I 

Collinsville City Park 


Redf^ent 
City of Yukon 
Town of Hennessey 
Cityof Collinsvilte 


Date Approvftci 
8 / 28/2012 
8 / 13/2012 
8 / 13/2012 


Amount 

$ 107,200 

$ 390,709 

$ 132,303 


For more infonriabon about the impact of LWCF State Assistance in vovr state, visit nttu;/A‘.'aK>-Kvd.nCTC.nps.gov/pubi(c/!ndex;cfm. 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Oregon National Recreation 

Land and Water Conserifatton Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



NRPA policy POSITION: 

>" Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) whidi protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by taw to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of proilecU 
funded in state by IWCFState 
AskUtance 1965-2013 

Total funding provWod to 
the state trora LWCF State 
AskUtanoe 196&-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1.350 

$59,121,585 

$5,314,495 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



A^runt ARtropriated to the 
State Assistatice Program 

State atloeatkNi 

Whrt»tateivduldha«9 : 
reeetyed m 40% alldoatton 

FYI2 

$45 million*' 

$634,155 

$1,946,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$600,985 

$1,857,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.(ioi.gou/budge(/upioa(i/i.wcFHSCBPTSxh 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations blit provided $A5 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across rte board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the oaiount apportioned tostaies, 

in FY 13, iWCf SWf<? As5i's('fm«> was funded at $42,i38,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states mas $39,934,400 which reflected the mondotorv 
spending cuts caused by ''sequestrat1on.~ 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Proi«t 

Pioneer Park Development 

Valley of The Rogue & Tumalo 
State Park Rehab 

Lake Ewauna Trail - Phase 2 


Redplent Date Approved 

City of Silverton 8/30/2012 

Oregon Parks and Recreation 7/24/2012 

City of Klamath Fall and Klamath County 8/24/2011 


Amount 

$140,888 

$414,808 

$72,516 


DJrte: Ulsrcti 20M 


For more information about the impact of iVVCF state Assistance in your state, visit httpi/Avaso-fwcf.ncrc. nps.gov/pubfig'index.cfm' 

' www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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i Pennsylvania Natlonai Recreation 

; Land and Water Coriservation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 




j NRPA POLICY POSrnON; 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 272?) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of pral^cts 
flmded In state fay LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total fundfi^ pmhled to 
the state ftem LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 UnmotNeed 

1,443 

$164,822,875 

$24,300,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocadon. 



' : Amomt Aiqwoprtated to tba 
\ Stets Assistance Program 

State atlocatlofl 

What state would have 

racaivadwith 40% allocation 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$1,366,663 

$4,201,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$1,295,179 

$3,893,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. soum: www.rioi.gov/budget/upioad/i.wcFR£CFiPTS.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced apprapflotions bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, or> across the board government funding cut 
resulted in Hior number being reduced toS42,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

*' In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount opportkmetl to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sepuestration.’' 

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 

Project Recipient 

Altoona Cty - Juniata Memorial Spray Park Altoona City 
York City- Penn Park Phase I York City 

Brentwood Borough - Brentwood Brentwood Borough 

Community Park 


■For moreinformahcn about the impact of lWCF state Assistance in 

www.nrpa.or) 


Date Approved 
8/23/2012 
S/28/2012 
9/1/2011 


Amount 

$318,500 

$265,000 

$838,000 


: vour state, visit http:,/Avasa-lv/d.ncrc.np5-gov/public/tndexxfm , 

g/Advocacy 
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Rhode Island 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 


# 


National Recreation 
and Park Association 



NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

« Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program, 

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of proi^U 
funded in state by LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding proirided to 

Um state from LWCFState 
Assistance 196&-201S 

2012 Unmet Need 

336 

$39,982,294 

$4,722,500 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amoitoi Apfmprtoted to the 
; g Stoto Assistance Program 

State allocation 

What state would tiairn 
received with 40 % anoeatlph 

FYI2 

$45 million* 

$425,690 

$1,305,000 

FYia 

$39.9 million •• 

$403,424 

$1,220,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source : » 


*• /n fk 13, LWCF State Assistance was functeri at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned testates 
spending cuts caused by “settuestration." 


i.dol.gov/bu<lget/upload/l-WCFRFCEIPTS.xls 

across the board government funding cut 
$39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 


Project 

East Matunuck State Beach 
Ponagsnsett River Greenway 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 

Recipient 


State of Rhode island Department of 
Enwronmental Management 

State of Rhode Island Department of 
Environmental Management 


. fsx more informaPen about the i.mpact of iVVCf State Assistance i;-i your state, visit http: 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 


Date Approved Amount 

4/11/2011 $727,345 

4/26/2006 $281,280 


>iwcf.ncrc.r>p3-gDv/pubiic/ihdex.cfrTi 
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Soum fw>aro!liia 

Land and '#ater Conservation Fund State Assistance Program 




' .cvsissaw _ 


NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

• Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

® Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 405<i of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


' Jatai number of pra)ecb 
funded in state by LWCF State 
Assistance 1669-2013 

Total funding protrtded to 
thestateffomlWCFState 
Assistance 1969-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,144 

$60,091,357 

$220,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



; Anwimt AnMi}priated to the 
^le AMistance Prognnn 

State aHocatioa 

What sbte w^M Itave 
recelvetf wlth4p% allocatipn 

FVi2 

$45 million* 

$651,500 

$1,999,000 

m3 

$39.9 million •• 

$617,423 

$1,944,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million In FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.ciol.g 0 v/buciget/upioacl/ 1 .wcFRFCElPTS.Kls 

* In FY12, the final conferenced opproprlotions bill provided $d5 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the airtount apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13, LWCF State Assistitnce was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandator)/ 
spending cuts caused by ''sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE; 


Projetit 

McCleod Plantation Park 

RIvervIew Park Adaptive Playground 
Givhans Ferry Stae Park River Access 


Recl^ent Date Approved 

County of Charlestorj Park S 9/18/2013 

Recreation Commission 


City of North Augusta 9/4/2012 

SC Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism 9/4/2012 


Amount 

$250,000 

$100,000 

$150,000 


For more informabort about the impact of LWCF State Assistance in you.' state, visit hctp://vV3so-Kvcf ntrt.nps.gov/pubfic/index.c.fm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H,R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Tatal number of projects 
funded Instate by LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total fumHngprovMed to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,435 

$37,571,425 

$26,250,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation- 



Amount AKHrbprtated to the 
' State Asslatance Program 

State allocatloa 

What state would have 

reec^ied wfth^iKI%.aUocation^ 

m2 

$45 million* 

$385,024 

$1,179,000 

FV13 

$39.9 million •• 

$364,885 

Sl.121.000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.doi.gov/huciaet/upioaci/i.wcFREC£iPTS.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 mllliortfor the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states, 

**11) FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the rnandotoiy 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project. 

Starllne Park Project 

Blood Run Road/Comfort Station 

Madison Westside Park Tennis/ 
Basketball Court 


Recipient 
City of Sturgis 
State of South Dakota 
City of Madison 


Date Approved 
9 / 12/2013 
7 / 24/2012 
12 / 15/2010 


Amount 

$ 29,486 

$ 179,096 

$ 46,376 


For more information about the impact of lwCF State Assistance in you- state, visit http://w3So-Kvd.nac.nps.gov/public/index.cfft> 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Tennessee National Recreation 

Land and Water Corisereation Fund State Assistance Program 3nci Park Association 



NRPA POUCY POSITION; 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

® Co-Sponsor legislation (H,R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

" in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of proiects 
funded in state fay LWCF State 
Assistance 196S-2013 

Totai funding provided to 
theatatefromLWCFStato 

Assistance 196S-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

739 

$73,583,308 

$1,500,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation, 



AmoUiiit Appropriated te the 
State AssfstMioe ProtgraiR 

State allocation 

WhatstatelMoiiidhave : : 
received srtth 40% allocation : 

FY12 

$43 million* 

$786,939 

$2,416,000 

Pfl3 

$39.9 million** 

$745,778 

$2,312,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/budget/upioo(lAWCFf!ECEiPTS.xls 

* In FY12, the final conferenced approprlotions bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount opporttoned tostotes. 

In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the fina! amount apportioned tostotes was $39,934,400 which repected the mandotoiy 
spending cuts caused by “sequestrotlon.~ 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Prtiject 

Reclmant 

Date Apprwed 

Amouttt 

5o. Cumberland State Park 

Playground Development 

Tennessee State Parks 

9/18/2013 

$59,866 

Pickwick Landing State Park Playground 

Tennessee State Parks 

8/30/2012 

$36,610 

T.O. Fuller State Park - Nature Center 

Tennessee State Parks 

8/31/2011 

$466,527 


For more . infoirtiatton about the impact of LWCF State Assistance in ycu! state, visit http.//\v3St.'-lwcf.ncrr.,nps.gov7publit/!ndexicfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 




73 



NRPA POLICY POSITION; 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, inciuding full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

“ In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of protects 
funded }n state by LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total ftindtng provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1.020 

$179,281,106 

$86,723,981 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Anwti^ Appropriated to the 
;Stato Assistance Program 

State ailocaUoa 

What state would haim, V : 
rocetyed with 4^ edocatteh 

m2 

$45 million* 

$2,297,113 

$7,063,000 

: FY13 

$39.9 million •* 

$2,176,962 

$6,987,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: wwm.doi.gou/buciget/upiooci/LWCFRFceiPTS.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State AssistoiKe Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13, IWCF State Assistance wos funded at $42,138,000. However, the final annount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 mhidi reflected the mandok>ry 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration.' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project f^clpleot 

Rotary Park City of Fort Worth 

Shady Lane Park City of Houston 

Willacy County Laguna Point Willacy County 

Recreation Area 


Date Approved 
9 / 17/2013 
9 / 17/2013 
9 / 1/2011 


Amount 

$ 110,000 

$ 220,000 

$ 500,000 


For mors informabon about the impact of lWCF State Assistance in your state, visit 'nttp:/Av3So-!'.vcf ncrc,nps,gov-/public/index..cfm 

www.nrpa.ofg/Advocacy 




74 


Utah. National Recreation 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program snd Park Association 



'iS^StUL. 






NRPA POLICY POSmOM; 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727} which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

“ in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Tlotal number of projects 
funded in state by LWCFState 
Assistance 196S<2013 

Total fundlngprovlded to 
the stats from LWCF State 

Assistance 196S-20i3 

2012 UnnHtNoed 

459 

$49,315,822 

$376,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Awropriatad to the 
j^teAsslstMCe Pre^am 

State allocation 

What state would have 
received with 40% allocation 

FY12 

$45 million* 

$551,042 

$1,690,000 

Pfl3 

$39.9 million •• 

$522,220 

$1,645,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. sourot: wwwMoi.gov/buciijet/upioad/LWCFfiFCSiPTS.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted In that number being reduced to $4?.,138.000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which refiected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Sky Ridge Park 
Salt Hallow Park 
Fairview City Sports Park 


Retiplem 
City of Hurricane 
City of Hyrgm 
Fairview City 


Oats Approwjd 
7/11/2012 
1/26/2012 
2/1S/2011 


Arnoum 

$146,117 

$150,000 

$200,379 


■: FPr more inforrnabori about the impact of iW’CF State Assistance in your state, visit http://w3so-isvc.f.nvrc.nps.gov7subtic/index.cfm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 




75 


Vermont ftA National Recreation 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 



MRPA POLICY POSITION; 

« Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, induding full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

® In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projects 
funded in state by LWGFState 
Assistance 196&^2013 

Total funding provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 196S-2013 

2012 Unmet Head 

628 

$33,127,915 

$10,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amocnt Appropriated to the 
StateAssistaoce Program 

State allocation 

What stata would hwe: 
recetvad with 40% aikioalfen 

FYi2 

$45 million* 

$368,626 

$1,129,000 

FYIS 

$39.9 million •• 

$349,345 

$1,067,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.doi.gov/budger/upioad/iwcFRECsiPTSxis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations blit provided $45 millicmfor the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount oppordoned to states. 

** In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration. “ 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Proiect 

Incipient 

Dale Approved 

Amount 

Cabin Construction - Three State Parks 

State of Vermont, Department 
of Forests and Parks 

2/18/2011 

$153,53£ 

Lyndon Skate Park 

Town of Lyndon 

2/14/2011 

$32,220 

Newark Street Playground 

Town of Newark 

2/10/2011 

$20,000 


For more information about the impact ot iWC? state Assistance in your state, visit http://vv3so-lwd.ricrc.np5.goy/publit/i.rKlex.efm 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacv 
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Virginia AA t^al_ioiialRe'Cref>l:ion 

Lane! and \fater Consen/ation Fynd State AssistanM Program snd PAI'k Associadori 



NKPA POLICY POSITION: 

* Support the reauthoriiation of the LWCF, including full and dedicated ftinding. 

“ Co-Sponsor iegislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

” in absence of authorizing legislab'on, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

Alt data provided by Nabonal Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projecta 
funded in state fay LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Total funding provided to 
tfM state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unnwt Need 

391 

$83,710,586 

$870,126,170 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Appropriated to tfae 
State Asslstrmce Program 

State aHocation 

WM State would Have 
reoidved witfa 4014 aitocatlon 

FV12 

$45 million* 

$939,443 

$2,885,000 

FV13 

$39.9 million •• 

$890,305 

$2,770,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.(ioi.gou/buciget/upioa<i/i.wcFRECBPTS.xis 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $r)5 million for The LWCF State Assistance Program, However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13, LWCF State Assistanct' wasjunrierl at $42,238,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which repeated the mandatoiy 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Paradise Creek Nature Park 
Sleepy Hole Park Boat Ramp 
Chessie’s Big Backyard at Lee District Park 


Recipient 

City of Portsmouth 

City of Suffolk 

Fairfax County Park Authority 


Date Approved 
9/20/2013 
8/20/2012 
8/15/2012 


Amount 

S168,5S0 

$125,000 

$200,000 


For more infotmaPoivabout the impact of iWCt State Assistance ii’ you-' state, visit http:/7waso-!svcf.nt.Tc.nps.gov/pubitc/index.cfrri 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 
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Washington 

Land and Water Cortservation Fund State Assistance Program 






NRPA POLICY POSITION: 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annua! LWCF fundirjg is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LW'CF federal land acquisition program. 

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of pro|eeto 
funded in state by LWCFStata 
Assistance i96&-2013 

Total binding provided to 
the state fnrni LWCF State 

Assistance 1969-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

582 

$72,297,429 

$241,200,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Ainbunt Ai^ropriated to the 
; ^te AssUtaBce Program 

State aHocaOoa 

What State would have 
received with 40%aliooation 

m2 

$45 million* 

$869,140 

$2,669,000 

m3 

$39.9 million •• 

$823,679 

$2,564,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: ww>v.doi.gov/budget/upio{}ii/LWCFiisc£iPTS.xis 

* In FY12. the final conferenced approprloTions bill provided $45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program, However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to $42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13. LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the firtal amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by “sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 

Amount 
$399,231 
$40,875 
$509,900 

Prtf mtch ZOM 


For more informaticrv about the impacl of I'WCF State Assistance in your state, visit http://w3K>-!vvd ncrc.nps.gov/pubiic/index.cfm' 

' ; ' www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 


Projset 

Claybeil Park Redevelopment 
Shane Park Playground 
Kandle Park Aquatics Facility 


City of Richland 

City of Port Angeles 

Metropolitan Park District of Tacoma 


CSate Approved 
8/6/2012 
8/6/2012 
l/lS/2011 
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West ¥irginia 

Land and Watcir Coriserwtion Fund State Assistance Program 


National Recreation 
and Park Association 



NBPA POLICY POSITIOH: 

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, induding full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsoriegis!ation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

* In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program. 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Total number of projecfo 
funded In state by LWCFState 
Assistance 1965-2013 

Tbtal ftiRding provided to 
the state from LWCF State 

Assistance 1965-2013 

« 2012 Unmet Need 

454 

$45,533,006 

$44,195,063 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



: Amount Apprepiiated to the 
StateAssistanoe ^gram 

Stata allocation 

What state would ftaVa 
reoetvad with 40% allbca^n 

FYi2 

$45 million* 

$451,386 

$1,383,000 

Fri3 

$39.9 million •• 

$427,776 

$1,306,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.tloi.gov/budget/uploacl/I.WCFRi;a:IPTS.xls 

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropeiotions bill provided $45 million for The LWCf State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government fundhg ci 
resulted In that number being reduced toS42,138.000 which is the amount apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states w 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


s $30,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Project 

Wheeling Park Stifei Playground 
Veterans Memorial Park 
Pool Park Complex 


f^dfwent Date Approved Amount 

Wheeling Park Commission 9/20/2013 $100,000 

CityofClarksburg 9/20/2013 $100,000 

Pleasants County Parks & Rec. Commission 9/20/2013 $100,000 


. f^r more informabon about the impact of LWCF State Assistance in you.' state, visit httpL.Vwaso-iwcf.ri' 

www.nrpa.orf/Advocacy 


c.nps.gDV,''puhlic/index.cfm 
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Wisconsin National Recreation 

Land and Water Conserwlion Fund State Assistance Program and Park Association 





MRPA POLICY POSITION; 

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
aliocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

■ In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program, 


LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Tatal number of pro)ects 
funded in state by LWCF State 
Assistance 196S>2013 

Total fuRdingprmddeii to 
the state from LWCF State 
Assistance 1965-2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

1,784 

$76,563,525 

$15,000,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Al^piiated to the 
State Assistance Program 

State allocation 

Whatstatewolildhaw > 
received with 40% atiooatton 

Fill 

$45 million* 

$762,714 

$2,342,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$722,820 

$2,202,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: wYrw.<ioi.gov/budget/upio<i(i/i.wcFfiECFiPTS.xis 

" In FY12, the final conferenced approprlotions bill provided $4S miliio/tfor the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding cut 
resulted in that number being reduced to 542,138.000 which hs the amount apportioned to states. 

In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration.'' 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Prajetit 

Abendschein Park Development 
Simmons island Park Boardwalk 

Wyalusing State Park-Homestead 
Campground Shower 


City of Oak Creek 

City of Kenosha 

Dept, of Natural Resources 


Date A{,>pmv«‘d Amount 

S/13/2012 $202,565 

8/3/2012 $250,026 

6/4/2012 $250,337 


For more information about the irr.pactof LWCF State Assistance in your state, visit http://w3so-lwcfncrc.nps.sov/pubiic/index.cfm 

www.nrp3.org/Advocacy 
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Wyomiiicr 

Land and Water Conservation Fynd State Assistance Program 


National iecreation 
and Park Association 



KRPA POLICY POSITION; 

“ Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding. 

“ Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R, 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of 
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be 
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program. 

” in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF 
funding in FYIS to the State Assistance Program, 

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE 

All data provided by National Park Service (NPS) 


Tatat number of pro)«cts 
funded in skate fay LWCF State 
Astlskance 1965-20X3 

Total funding prorMed to 
the state ftem LWCF State 

AMistenee 1965^2013 

2012 Unmet Need 

839 

$34,514,777 

$500,000 


The chart below shows how the state has fared in recent years and the impact to the state through a 40% allocation. 



Amount Aiipropdated to Uie 
State iUudstance Program 

State allocation 

What state would have 

recfdved with 40% allocation 

FM2 

$45 million* 

$371,027 

$1,136,000 

FY13 

$39.9 million •• 

$351,620 

$1,077,000 


LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. source: www.doi.gou/budget/upioori/LWcrRFcetprsxh 

' In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, on across the board government funding rut 
resulted In thot number being reduced to $42, 138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states. 

** In FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,13S,O0O. However. The final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory 
spending cuts caused by "sequestration." 


PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE: 


Projfjct 

Undine Park Splash Pad - Phase 2 
West View Park 
Holliday Park Expansion 


f^cipiertt 
City of Laramie 
City of Moorcroft 
City of Cheyenne 


D«fe Apisrovecl 
8/24/2012 
S/23/2012 
8/23/2012 


Amoui« 

$58,07S 

$90,916 

$31,193 


. Tor more informabon about the i.mpect of LWCF State Assistance in your state, visit http://\vaso-!wcf.n 

www.nrpa.org/Advocacy 


c.nps.gov/public/index.c/m . 
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2013- 2014 Annual infonnation E-whanse Report 


Table 1: Inventory 

(page 1 of 5) 

l iiventor\^ pertains to the real property assets of a stite ^ik system, i.e. the various areas of land and water 
managed directly by the state parks agency. Iirv'enton- is racasiin^ in Icntis of mimber of areas and total acreage. 




Pajks 


Recreation Areas 


Natural Areas 




Number 



Number 



Number 


STATE 

Number 

Operating 

Acreage 

Number 

Operating 

Acreage 

Number 

Operating 

Acreage 

Alabama 

22 

22 

48,164 

- 

- 

- 


- 

- 

Alaska 

48 

48 

2,^8.258 

80 

80 

337,874 

1 

1 

49,320 

Arizona 

14 

14 

21,915 

1 

1 

686 

3 

2 

29,869 

Arkansas 

10 

10 

23,668 

19 

19 

10,295 

2 

2 

17,457 

Caiifomia 

88 

88 

1,167.149 

105 

105 

344,016 

16 

16 

71,135 

Colorado 

27 

26 

122,54? 

16 

16 

97,838 

116 

92 

176,848 

Connecticut 

42 

42 

23,124 

- 


- 

48 

48 

9,812 

Delaware 

16 

16 

20,411 

2 

2 

2^ 

13 

6 

4,917 

Florida 

52 

56 

262,303 

34 

34 

28,133 

34 

36 

369,660 

Georgia 

49 

49 

84,569 

- 

- 

- 


- 

- 

Hawaii 

16 

16 

18,447 

12 

12 

1,433 

1 

1 

6,175 

Idaho 

19 

19 

33,083 

- 


- 

4 

4 

13,723 

Illinois 

44 

44 

77,523 

22 

22 

62,371 

117 

117 

48,906 

Indiana 

24 

25 

63,126 

1 

- 

700 

- 

- 


Iowa 

59 

59 

42,279 

12 

12 

14,445 

- 

- 


Kansas 

25 

25 

32,900 



- 


- 

- 

Kerftucky 

17 

17 

29,997 

23 

23 

12,427 

- 

- 

- 

Louisiana 

29 

22 

34,124 

- 

- 

- 

6 

1 

7,002 

Maine 

13 

13 

28.123 

77 

62 

28,744 

17 

11 

38,820 

Maryland 

66 

66 

134,539 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

MassachuseSs 

85 

79 

65,097 

4 

4 

6,600 

- 

- 

- 

Michigan 

69 

64 

184,819 

236 

236 

105,816 

5 

5 

1,339 

Minnesota 

66 

66 

258,007 

9 

9 

25,754 

- 

- 

- 

Mississippi 

24 

24 

23,891 

- 

- 

. 

1 

1 

700 

Missouri 

51 

48 

143,684 


- 


- 

- 

- 

Montana 

54 

54 

44,235 

- 


- 


- 

- 

Nebraska 

8 

8 

31,680 

59 

59 

101 ,394 

- 


- 

Nevada 

13 

13 

82,185 

6 

6 

57,699 

- 

- 

- 

New Hampsrtre 

34 

34 

63,340 

19 

18 

13,581 

18 

18 

6,466 

New Jersey 

39 

39 

129,427 

3 

3 

6,331 

9 

8 

1,523 

New Mexico 

35 

35 

189,216 

- 

- 

- 

1 

1 

5,624 

New York 

180 

180 

334,339 

332 

332 

31,101 

1,369 

1,369 

2,927,075 

North Carolina 

35 

34 

155,556 

4 

4 

13,256 

20 

3 

23,896 

North Dakota 

13 

13 

14,224 

9 

8 

3,230 

9 

15 

4,323 

ONo 

74 

74 

173,887 

- 

. 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Oklahoma 

31 

31 

66,973 

3 

3 

2,418 

1 

1 

640 

Oregon 

51 

49 

59,768 

74 

71 

8,778 

32 

26 

14,678 

Pennsylvania 

113 

113 

290,247 

- 

- 

- 

3 

3 

2,241 

Rhode island 

27 

24 

8,897 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


South Carolina 

41 

41 

86,370 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


South Dakota 

13 

13 

76.9K) 

43 

43 

14.7«) 

5 

5 

2,370 

Tennessee 

40 

40 

127,470 




4 

4 

35,417 

Texas 

76 

74 

523,142 

- 

- 

- 

8 

7 

100,189 

Utah 

42 

42 

147,652 

2 

2 

300 


- 


Vermort 

69 

52 

51,275 

- 

- 

- 

33 

33 

19,285 

Virginia 

36 

36 

66,639 

- 


- 

- 


- 

Washirgton 

119 

118 

98,984 

20 

14 

10,716 

12 

7 

1,509 

West Virginia 

24 

24 

80,337 

- 

- 

- 

2 

2 

262 

Wisconsin 

61 

59 

75,580 

8 

8 

18,453 

- 

- 

- 

Wyoming 

11 

11 

116,195 

1 

1 

1.009 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

2,214 

2,169 

9,036,345 

1,236 

1,209 

1.3«D.447 

1,910 

1,845 

3,991,181 
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201J- 2VI 4 Annual Information Exchanac liLPort 


Table 1: Inventory 
(pa^e 4 of 5) 




Total Areas 



Total Trails 




Number 



Number 


STATE 

Number 

Operatina 

Acreage 

Number 

Operating 

MIet 

Alabama 

22 

22 

48.164 

119 

119 

194 

Alaska 

139 

139 

3.386.702 

102 

102 

550 

Arizona 

31 

30 

64,090 

81 

81 

124 

Arkansas 

52 

52 

54,466 

143 

143 

409 

California 

280 

280 

1,624,216 

2.323 

2.323 

4,755 

Colorado 

613 

588 

1.236.468 

466 

466 

728 

Connecticut 

138 

138 

206.968 

6 

6 

95 

Delaware 

34 

26 

26.071 

64 

64 

161 

Florida 

171 

171 

758.031 

549 

549 

2,294 

Georgia 

64 

64 

92.880 

303 

303 

543 

Hawaii 

68 

68 

33.780 

44 

44 

92 

Idaho 

32 

29 

58.922 

3 

3 

108 

iinois 

322 

322 

480.818 

6 

6 

262 

Indiana 

35 

36 

172,180 

- 

- 

. 

bwa 

188 

177 

71.234 

1 

1 

6 

Kansas 

25 

47 

163.975 

2 

2 

82 

Kentucky 

51 

51 

45.180 

178 

178 

333 

Louisiana 

61 

37 

43.851 

26 

26 

132 

Maine 

139 

115 

98.298 

14 

14 

331 

Maryland 

66 

66 

134,539 

27 

27 

789 

Massachusetts 

339 

317 

353.889 

35 

35 

2,145 

Michigan 

315 

310 

293,703 

24 

24 

644 

Minnesota 

1,719 

1,719 

287,029 

25 

25 

1,323 

Mississippi 

25 

25 

24.591 

38 

38 

115 

Missoi^i 

87 

85 

207,219 

242 

242 

980 

Montar« 

66 

66 

46.035 

. 

. 


Nebraska 

77 

77 

135.464 

2 

2 

324 

Nevada 

25 

23 

146,225 

114 

114 

290 

New Hampshire 

91 

90 

231,164 

131 

131 

3,864 

New Jersey 

118 

112 

444,170 

378 

378 

990 

New Me)dco 

39 

39 

196,677 

60 

60 

140 

New Yorit 

3.220 

3,220 

4.264.102 

292 

292 

5.438 

North Carolina 

70 

41 

221,843 

4 


806 

North Dakota 

37 

40 

34,792 

36 

36 

3,252 

OHo 

74 

74 

173.887 

498 

498 

1,498 

Oklahoma 

35 

35 

70,031 

36 

36 

402 

Oregon 

256 

220 

106,499 

6 

6 

154 

Pennsytvania 

120 

120 

297.170 

963 

963 

1.470 

Rhode Island 

79 

67 

9.630 

16 

16 

112 

South Carol r^ 

56 

56 

90,167 

153 

153 

370 

South Dakota 

131 

131 

101,987 

129 

129 

1,922 

Tennessee 

55 

55 

168,617 

220 

220 

998 

Texas 

97 

94 

629,339 

3 

3 

97 

Utah 

50 

50 

150,758 

105 

105 

302 

Vermont 

103 

86 

70.570 

47 

47 

249 

Virginia 

43 

37 

71,704 

298 

298 

508 

WasNngton 

208 

177 

121.983 

5 

5 

467 

West Virginia 

47 

47 

177.133 

2 

2 

149 

Wisconsin 

80 

78 

156.508 

42 

39 

2,021 

Wyoming 

41 

41 

119.559 

286 

286 

129 

Total 

10.234 

9,990 

18.207.318 

8.647 

8.640 

43,146 
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2013 ■ 201 4 Annual Infonnation Exchtinsc Report 


Table 3A; Visitation and Use - Attendance 


(page 2 of 7) 

Total of All Areas 

STATE 

Day 

Overnight 

Total 

Alabama 

3,456,559 

1,162,709 

4,619,268 

Alaska 

3,950,144 

688,814 

4,638,958 

Arizona 

1,638,583 

672,161 

2,310,744 

Arkansas 

7,251.133 

833,364 

8,084,497 

California 

68,780,955 

6,776,332 

75,557,287 

Colorado 

9,725,998 

2,222,402 

11,948,400 

Connecticut 

8,005,543 

279,733 

8,285,276 

Delaware 

4,795,817 

241,526 

5,037,343 

Florida 

24,689,379 

2,482,727 

27,172,106 

Georgia 

6,462,097 

1,036,379 

7,498.476 

Hawaii 

13.968.607 

63,120 

14,031,727 

Idaho 

4,777,250 

230,886 

5,008,136 

Illinois 

39,422,003 

742.626 

40,164,629 

Indiana 

13,681,243 

3,116.209 

16,796.452 

Iowa 

16,335,146 

855,159 

17,190,305 

Kansas 

6,214,573 

442,708 

6,657,281 

Kentucky 

5,906,989 

979,665 

6,886,654 

Louisiana 

1,061,500 

685,912 

1,747,412 

Maine 

2,320,686 

237,430 

2,558,116 

Maryland 

9,557,326 

770,070 

10,327,396 

Massachusetts 

29.356,609 

662,694 

30,019,303 

Michigan 

18,986,148 

4.339,204 

23,325,352 

Minnesota 

7,874,598 

982,973 

8,857,571 

Mississippi 

439,187 

689,775 

1,128,962 

Missouri 

16.444.376 

2,092,728 

18,537,104 

Montana 

1.829.089 

297,759 

2,126,848 

Nebraska 

12,059,809 

545,151 

12,604,960 

Nevada 

3,008,620 

208,505 

3,217,125 

New Hampshire 

958,537 

169,610 

1,128,147 

New Jersey 

15,380,627 

140,719 

15,521,346 

New Mexico 

1,366,970 

2,481,162 

3,848,132 

New York 

58,073,966 

2,772,689 

60,846,655 

North Carolina 

14,445,293 

326,675 

14,771,968 

North Dakota 

913,622 

234.623 

1,148,245 

Ohio 

40,499,439 

2,367,061 

42,866,500 

Oklahoma 

7,479,196 

1,303,703 

8,782,899 

Oregon 

43,815,369 

2,470,526 

46,285,895 

Pennsylvania 

36,401,192 

1.598,498 

37,999,690 

Rhode Island 

1,142,393 

91,384 

1,233,777 

South Carolina 

7,330,153 

400,669 

7,730,822 

South Dakota 

6,856,800 

951,256 

7,808,056 

Tennessee 

30,523,097 

1,540,033 

32,063,130 

Texas 

4,461,762 

2,300,741 

6,762,503 

Utah 

2,759,121 

777.583 

3,536,704 

Vermont 

552,777 

409.166 

961,943 

Virginia 

7,942,721 

1,095.179 

9,037,900 

Washington 

31,567,608 

2,229,051 

33,796,659 

West Virginia 

7.043,021 

660,610 

7,703,631 

Wisconsin 

14,939,338 

586,681 

15,526,019 

Wyoming 

3,494,988 

422,519 

3,917,507 

Total 

679,947,957 

59,667,859 

739,615,816 


19 


84 


The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Ledford. 

Ms. Scarlett? 

STATEMENT OF LYNN SCARLETT, MANAGING DIRECTOR, 
PUBLIC POLICY, THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

Ms. Scarlett. Chairman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell and 
all members of this Committee, thank you for inviting me to tes- 
tify. 

The Nature Conservancy, where I now direct public policy glob- 
ally, has over 60 years of pioneering private conservation in co- 
operation with agencies and thousands of private landowners 
across this nation. I’ve had the opportunity to meet many of you 
during my nearly eight year tenure at the Department of the Inte- 
rior in the George W. Bush Administration. 

Madam Chairwoman, Secretary Cantwell and other members on 
this Committee, I appreciate your leadership in striving to address 
the conservation and resource management needs of this nation. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund over these past 50 years 
has helped our nation address many conservation and resource 
management challenges. Federally, in states and locally. Three 
issues point to why LWCF is as relevant today as it was 50 years 
ago. 

First is the role public lands play in enhancing economic well 
being. Second is the role the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
plays in improving the capacity of public land managers to manage 
these lands effectively and efficiently. Third is the role the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund plays in helping maintain the very 
natural systems upon which all life depends. Watersheds, for exam- 
ple, store water and keep it clean. Coastal systems can reduce im- 
pacts from coastal storms. 

Let me turn first to economic benefits. Many analysts have docu- 
mented the direct economic benefits of Federal and State public 
lands through, for example, outdoor recreation opportunities. These 
benefits are important, but they are just a drop in the overall eco- 
nomic benefit bucket. Increasingly this nation has become what 
economist, Ray Rasker, refers to as a knowledge-based economy of 
finance, marketing design and management. 

As this shift occurs Rasker notes, and I quote, “The bulk of eco- 
nomic value of public lands lies in its ability to attract people and 
their businesses who want to live near protected lands for quality 
of life reasons.” 

Let me turn now to the issue of efficiency. Concerns about future 
land investments arise in the context of significant maintenance 
backlogs both on Federal and State lands. I appreciate these con- 
cerns. During the Bush Administration I spent hundreds of my per- 
sonal hours on this issue. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund complements sound 
public management. In many cases LWCF investments actually 
contribute to management efficiencies. One example illustrates how 
continued acquisitions of this sort can improve that efficiency. At 
Mount Rainier National Park, for example, LWCF funding allowed 
for purchase of lands enabling a campground to be relocated out of 
an expensive and flood prone area in which flood maintenance costs 
for a single year were $750 million. 
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I now turn to the third benefit of continued LWCF investments. 
I want to draw the Committee’s attention to the broad role that na- 
ture and natural systems play in sustaining thriving communities. 
I sometimes sum up those benefits by saying nature is not just nice 
it is essential. I have already noted that watersheds help store 
water and sustain clean water supplies. Protecting coastal systems 
can also contribute to coastal community’s safety. 

Consider for example investments in Massachusetts in the Silvio 
O. Conte National Wildlife Refuge, a refuge contiguous with the 
area’s watershed. Land acquisitions there contributed to the goals 
of the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority which has avoid- 
ed the need to build a $250 to $350 million filtration plant because 
of implementing a water supply improvement program that in- 
cludes investment in protection of watershed lands. 

It also contributes, of course, fundamentally to sustaining water 
quality for communities within the watershed. In the Cascades the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund supported land acquisitions 
that are also contributing to water retention and storage. 

No brief testimony can do justice to 50 years of results that the 
LWCF has generated for the American public, but as we look to re- 
authorizing it we need to ask some basic design questions as Chair- 
man Murkowski did. 

Let me suggest three design principles. 

First is program flexibility. It is important as circumstances vary 
by location and over time. Maintaining flexibility in the statute 
itself while preserving annual congressional authority to review 
and approve how funds are allocated best aligns with the realities 
of annual variations in needs. 

Second, dedicated funding. 

The third principle, enhancing public access to outdoor recre- 
ation. I appreciate the opportunity to testify, and I look forward to 
working with the Committee and Madam Chairman, as you con- 
sider reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Scarlett follows:] 
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U.S. Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources 
Hearing on the Land and Water Conservation Fund 

April 22, 2015 

Testimony by Lynn Scarlett 
Managing Director, Public Policy 
The Nature Conservancy 

Madam Chairwoman Murkowski, Senator Cantwell, and All Members of the Committee; 

Thank you for inviting me to testify at this hearing on the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), its 
legacy, and Its future. I have had the opportunity to meet with many of you during my nearly eight-year 
tenure at the Department of the Interior in the G.W. Bush Administration, including nearly three years 
as Deputy Secretary and Chief Operating Officer of the Department. 

During my tenure at the Interior Department, I became familiar with LWCF and the broader and complex 
context within which LWCF plays a part. I now serve as the global Managing Director of Public Policy at 
The Nature Conservancy, an organization with over 60 years of pioneering private conservation in 
coordination and cooperation with federal, state, local, and tribal governments and thousands of private 
landowners across the nation. 

Madame Chairwoman, Senator Cantwell, and others on this committee, I appreciate your leadership in 
striving to address the conservation and resource management needs of this nation. The challenges are 
many. They include fiscal constraints, the evolving requirements of reducing risks of catastrophic 
wildland fires, the importance of ensuring secure and clean water supplies for all of America's 
communities, the need to power our homes and businesses, the bedrock importance of enhancing 
economic opportunity, and the imperatives of sustaining healthy lands and wildlife and outdoor 
recreation opportunities for each and every American. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund, over these past 50 years, has helped address many of these 
challenges— and, through Its reauthorization, I believe it will continue to help this nation sustain healthy 
lands and waters and the associated outdoor recreation access such areas provide; help support thriving 
communities, and contribute to dynamic economies. 

I will: 1) highlight three significant benefits of the LWCF and their importance to this nation's continued 
well-being; and 2) briefly address several "design issues" as this Committee and the Congress consider 
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reauthorization of the Act. But, first, let me turn briefly to a summary of the Act and some of its 
contributions. 

LWCF Legacy in Brief 

Since 1965, the LWCF has invested over $16 billion in land and water conservation and outdoor 
recreation across every state and several territories. Ninety-eight percent of all counties in the United 
States have received some direct investments from LWCF funding. Over 42,000 grants of $4 billion have 
supported protection of 3 million acres of recreation lands and over 29,000 recreation facility projects in 
states, matched by local monies and driven by local priorities. And, at the federal level, national parks, 
refuges, and forests have been created or enhanced through LWCF funding. These national lands 
protect our history; they ensure outdoor recreation opportunities that tally up some 407 million visits 
each year; they secure opportunities for fishing, hunting, and countless other outdoor activities. 

The program has evolved in modest ways to include such programs as the Forest Legacy Program and 
the Cooperative Endangered Species (ESA Section 6) program; the Highlands Conservation Act, and an 
American Battlefield Protection Program. But the Act has remained constant In its basic mission, as set 
forth by the Congress 50 years ago. That mission Is: 

[T]o assist in preserving, developing, and assuring accessibility to all citizens of the United States 
of America of present and future generations . . . such quality and quantity of outdoor recreation 
resources as may be available and are necessary and desirable .. .to strengthen the health and 
vitality of the citizens of the United States by (1) providing funds for and authorizing Federal 
assistance to the States in planning, acquisition, and development of needed land and water 
areas and facilities and (2) providing funds for the Federal acquisition and development of 
certain lands and other areas. 

As significant as the purposes of the Act is its source of funding. LWCF investments derive not from 
taxpayer dollars but from a small portion ($900 million) of offshore oil and gas revenues that now 
typically range from $6 billion to over $18 billion per year. This funding source is significant, because it 
reflects congressional understanding, at the time the Act was passed, that even as the nation benefits 
from development of some federal energy resources, so, too, does the nation benefit from protecting 
and conserving lands, waters and wildlife for present and future generations. 

The mission and corresponding investment of LWCF funds have sustained widespread, bipartisan 
support of the 50-year history of the program. A 2013 survey shows 85 percent of voters supporting 
continued investment of funds from offshore oil and gas revenues in the LWCF program. 

LWCF— Looking Ahead 

All public programs warrant periodic review and assessment of their continued relevance to addressing 
national issues and challenges. Three issues pointto why LWCF Is as relevant— indeed, perhaps, more 
relevant— today as it was 50 years ago. First is the role public lands play in enhancing economic well- 
being. Second Is the role LWCF, specifically, plays in improving the capacity of public land managers to 
manage these lands efficiently and effectively. Third is the role LWCF plays In supporting conservation 
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investments with immense benefits for people and wildlife. These conservation investments not oniy 
sustain opportunities for outdoor recreation and protect historic sites; they also help maintain the very 
natural systems—watersheds that store water and keep it clean, coastal systems that reduce impacts 
from storms, vegetation that supports pollinators— upon which all life depends. 

Economic Benefits 

Federal agencies, the outdoor recreation community, and academic analysts have all documented the 
direct economic benefits of federal (and state) public lands. The Outdoor industry Foundation estimates 
that outdoor recreation generates some $730 billion each year to the U.S. economy. The National Parks 
Conservation Association estimates that some $13 billion flows annually to towns that are gateways to 
national parks. 

These economic benefits are important. But they miss what Is perhaps most significant: increasingly, as 
this nation has become what economist Ray Rasker refers to as a "knowledge-based economy" of 
finance, marketing, design, management, and so on, "companies," he writes, "seeking to attract 
employees place a premium on locating in places with amenities..." Rasker continues, noting that the 
"bulk of the economic value of public lands lies In Its ability to attract people— and their businesses— 
who want to live near protected lands for quality of life reasons." (Rasker, 2009, "Economic Benefits of 
the LWCF"). Rasker's research, and that of numerous other economists, suggests that there Is actually 
"little evidence of an economic downside from public lands". Instead, the evidence points toward such 
public lands as assets that attract Investment and skilled workers to communities. 

Such conclusions are not simply academic abstractions. A poll of one county in Utah with significant 
state and federal public lands shows nearly two-thirds of businesses viewing public lands as extremely 
important to their businesses. Similar results emerge In other communities. Or, consider results of a 
2002 National Association of Homebuilders survey on that found that "trails are a top amenity (behind 
highway access) sought out by potential homeowners." 

But let me offer a few examples. In 2008, the Bair Ranch Foundation contacted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service to present the idea of a public purchase of their property. In a model partnership that included 
the Bair Foundation, the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and others, an eight thousand-acre land 
acquisition was orchestrated. The lands provide high quality water for a world class fishery; habitat for 
species of concern; and recreational opportunities for hunting, fishing, hiking, and snowmobiling. The 
lands contribute to the Meager County, Montana economy; ensure public access to lands; maintain 
traditional uses; and provide opportunities for coordinated management among different agencies and 
partners. LWCF was a key source of support for this effort. 

Or consider Willapa Bay and Ellsworth Creek, in southwest Washington. Since 2000, The Nature 
Conservancy has engaged In a joint management plan with a national wildlife refuge. The Conservancy 
owns 7,500 acres adjacent to a 7,500 acre refuge of which over one-quarter was acquired using LWCF 
monies. Revenues from forest thinning on the lands go back Into stewardship and management of the 
lands, supporting local jobs and contractors; protected areas help ensure clean water that supports a 
$30 million per year oyster industry In Willapa Bay. 
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Efficiency Gains 

This nation benefits from many national parks, wildlife refuges, national forests, and multiple use public 
lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management. In addition, states and local governments manage 
public parks and other lands. Looking at the future of LWCF, some have suggested that, perhaps, the 
task set forth 50 years ago is completed— that the nation needs no new public lands or other LWCF 
investments. In particular, concerns about future land investments arise in the context of significant 
maintenance backlogs— both on federal lands and state lands. I appreciate these concerns. During the 
GW Bush Administration, we targeted the maintenance backlogs— in parks and other public lands— and 
put In place cyclic maintenance programs, as well as investing in systems to actually document the 
backlogs, better understand their causes, and invest In diminishing that backlog. I spent hundreds of 
hours of my time on this issue. 

But the remedy to these backlogs does not reside in shifting offshore oil and gas funds to that purpose 
rather than to a continuation of LWCF for two fundamental reasons: 1) in many cases, LWCF 
Investments actually contribute to management efficiencies; and 2) the fundamental premise of the 
original act remains sound — that as the nation extracts resources from the public domain, we should, in 
turn, invest in conserving resources for our children and their children thereafter. 

Most lands acquired with LWCF funds are within the existing boundaries of federal parks, refuges, 
forests, and other recreation areas, and much of the rest is used for conservation easements and state 
grants that do not add to federal management costs. Many such inholdings still remain. Within national 
parks, for example, there remain some 2.6 million acres of inholdings. ! want to underscore that not all 
of these Inholdings merit consideration for acquisition. But in some cases, existing owners would like to 
sell their lands into public ownership— and such sales can significantly improve management 
efficiencies. 

A few examples best Illustrate how continued acquisitions of this sort can improve management 
efficiency— and provide enhanced economic benefits. 

The Nature Conservancy worked on what are referred to as Plum Creek Timber acquisitions that Include 
three projects involving over 500,000 acres. The transactions address long-standing checkerboard land 
structures and associated management challenges of operating in that context. In addition, there are 
cost savings for avoided fire suppression on land that, if developed, would have dramatically increased 
fire management costs. 

in a very different example, at Mount Rainier National Park, LWCF funding allowed for purchase of lands 
enabling a campground to be relocated out of an expensive and flood-prone area in which flood 
maintenance costs for a single year were $750,000. The purchase also enabled conversion of a historic 
house into a new visitor center. 

In the eastern United States, at Rocky Fork, Tennessee, multiple partners worked together, using LWCF 
funds, to leverage state, local, and private funding to protect world-class recreation opportunities 
through acquisition of an in-holding surrounded by National Forest Service lands. The acquisition helped 
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the Forest Service utilize prescribed burns that cost 93 percent less than suppression costs (based on a 
recent fire event). And there are other avoided costs: anticipated development of the property would 
have caused watershed damage and associated significant costs. 

Thriving Communities 

When the Congress passed the LWCF legislation 50 years ago, many champions focused on the 
significance of outdoor recreation as fundamental to human well-being and to the health of 
communities. That basic linkage endures— and many modern-day champions have persuasively 
described those benefits and the role LWCF has played In securing them. 1 want to reaffirm the 
Importance of those benefits. 

But I also want to draw the Committee's attention to the broader role that nature and natural systems 
play in sustaining thriving communities. I sometimes sum up those benefits by saying, "nature is not just 
nice; it is essential." I have already noted that watersheds help store water and sustain clean water 
supplies. Protecting and restoring natural coastal systems can reduce impacts to communities from 
coastal storms— often cost-effectively relative to other Infrastructure. Increasingly, LWCF is helping 
states and local communities sustain these natural systems and the basic services they provide, while 
also providing the more commonly understood outdoor recreation and wildlife benefits. 

Consider, for example, Investments in Massachusetts In the Silvio O. Conte National Wildlife Refuge, a 
refuge contiguous with the area's watershed. Land acquisitions there contribute to the goals of the 
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority, which has avoided the need to build a $250-$300 million 
filtration plant because of success in implementing a water supply improvement program that includes, 
as a significant component, investment In protection of watershed lands. The refuge fulfills the 
fundamental goals of the LWCF by providing outdoor recreation opportunities and conserving habitat, 
but also contributes fundamentally to sustaining water quality for communities within the watershed. 

In New Jersey, LWCF allocations through the Forest Legacy Program provide a tool to maintain the 
benefits of working forests that include protections of valuable watersheds and drinking water supplies. 
These funds have helped protect drinking water for more than 2 million residents of northern New 
Jersey, as well as residents of Little Rock, Arkansas; Worcester, Massachusetts; Whitefish, Montana, and 
many other locations. In the Cascades, LWCF-supported land acquisitions are contributing to water 
retention and storage, complementing the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan~a plan supported by the 
Yakima Indian Nation; county, federal, and state agencies; Irrigation districts; conservation 
organizations; and private agribusinesses. 

Designing the Future of LWCF 

No brief testimony can do Justice to 50 years of results that the LWCF has generated for the American 
public. These benefits are numerous, and we only now still learning of the role conservation plays in 
sustaining community economies, enhancing public health, and maintaining basic needs such as water 
quality. But as we look to reauthorizing LWCF, we need to ask some basic design questions. Are there 
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important principles drawn from past experience that might help guide that design? Let me suggest 
several: 


• Program flexibility \s important, as circumstances vary by location and overtime. Approximately 
half of LWCF funding has gone to states and half to federal agencies over recent years, but 
actual allocations vary year-to-year, reflecting the different opportunities and needs that arise. 
Maintaining flexibility in the statute itself, while preserving annua! Congressional authority to 
review and approve how funds are allocated, best aligns with the realities of annual variations in 
needs and opportunities. 

• Dedicated funding, as originally envisioned 50 years ago, remains an important principle, as it 
helps local, state, and federal agencies, along with private landowners, better plan what are 
often complex and multi-stage transactions. 

• Continued emphasis on enhancing public access to outdoor recreation opportunities through 
conservation easements and land acquisition is especially important as this nation urbanizes and 
fewer people have opportunities, in their own backyards, to connect with nature. 

From the Alaskan tundra to rolling Midwestern grasslands to the Gulf of Mexico, the lands and waters of 
the United States capture our imaginations and inspire us. But these places are more than beautiful 
vistas and vacation destinations. They are critical resources that maintain livelihoods, communities and 
economies— their value Includes, but goes far beyond, the outdoor recreation dollars they generate or 
the commodities they provide. Healthy forests, rivers and coasts benefit people by providing clean, 
abundant water supplies, storm surge protection, flood prevention, carbon sequestration and many 
other services. The Land and Water Conservation Fund Is a central foundation for catalyzing and 
leveraging conservation investments that help provide these many benefits. 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify today and look forward to working with the Committee as you 
consider reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
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The Chairman. Thank you, Ms. Scarlett. 

We will now go to Mr. Watson. 

Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF REED WATSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER 

Mr. Watson. Madam Chair Murkowski, Members of the Com- 
mittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify today on potential 
reforms to the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

My name is Reed Watson. I’m the Executive Director at PERC, 
the Property and Environment Research Center, in Bozeman, Mon- 
tana. I’m also an avid outdoorsman and frequent visitor to our Fed- 
eral lands. Indeed, just this past Sunday I was bear hunting in the 
Gallatin National Forest, unsuccessfully, I might add, or success- 
fully if you’re a bear. 

My testimony today will focus on the critical importance of main- 
taining the quality and accessibility of our Federal lands and not 
sacrificing that quality or that accessibility by unsustainably in- 
creasing the size of the Federal estate. The growth of the Federal 
estate funded largely by LWCF has outstripped the operations and 
maintenance budgets of our Federal land agencies. 

As a consequence the total deferred maintenance backlog at the 
Department of Interior currently exceeds $20 billion, as Chair Mur- 
kowski noted. The Park Service alone carries a maintenance back- 
log of $11.5 billion. National Park Service Director, Jonathan Jar- 
vis, summarized the issue aptly in his March 17th testimony before 
the House Subcommittee on Federal Lands, as he said, “Americans 
love and are rightly proud of their national parks but too often 
they’re greeted by facilities in disrepair instead of a seasonal rang- 
er ready to answer their questions.” 

Let me share a few tangible examples of a deferred maintenance 
issue taken from the National Park Service’s own 2016 budget pro- 
posal. In Grand Teton National Park sewer system upgrades are 
needed immediately to prevent raw sewage from spilling into the 
park’s rivers. In Glacier National Park a failing electrical system 
poses fire and public health safety concerns in the park’s historic 
hotels. And in Yosemite National Park a deteriorating water dis- 
tribution system is leaking thousands of gallons of chlorinated 
water each day into the Mariposa Grove threatening the Park’s an- 
cient stands of giant Sequoias. 

Unfortunately the issue of deferred maintenance is not limited to 
the national parks. The Forest Service has approximately $5.5 bil- 
lion in deferred maintenance, of which $1.4 billion is critical, mean- 
ing it poses a serious threat to public health or safety and natural 
resource or the ability of the agency to carry out its mission. The 
majority of that critical deferred maintenance is needed for roads, 
meaning the public can’t safely access much of our existing na- 
tional forests. 

And this deferred maintenance issue is not just about roads and 
bathrooms. The deferred maintenance backlog at the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service directly threatens habitat. Across the entire Fed- 
eral estate, particularly out West, billions of dollars are needed for 
waste water system repairs, campground and trail maintenance. 
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building repairs and the transportation infrastructure necessary for 
public access. 

Ignoring the deferred maintenance issue threatens the environ- 
mental health of our Federal lands as well as the quality of the ex- 
perience when we visit them. If we were to liken the Federal estate 
to a house, we would find a crumbling driveway, a leaking roof, 
rusted pipes and a failing septic system. But strangely enough 
rather than devoting the time and money to those essential repairs, 
the owner of the house is considering an addition. A private banker 
wouldn’t lend money for such an addition and likewise Congress 
should not appropriate additional funds for Federal land acquisi- 
tion until we address the deferred maintenance backlog. That is, 
until we get our house in order. 

Reauthorization of the LWCF presents an opportunity for Con- 
gress to get the Federal estate in order. First, we must clarify that 
maintenance counts as a related purpose for which LWCF funds 
can be used. And second, I would urge you to consider prioritizing 
the allocation of LWCF funds for maintenance before we devote ad- 
ditional funds to land acquisition and stretch our already too thin 
budgets further. 

To be sure, at its current funding level of $900 million annually, 
the LWCF is not sufficient to address the entire maintenance back- 
log alone. And relying exclusively on congressional appropriations 
to address these needs has not, unfortunately, been a prodigal pol- 
icy solution in the past. 

User fees are also needed to address the deferred maintenance 
backlog, and our Federal land managers must be allowed to retain 
most of those fees onsite. Doing so would align the incentives of 
land managers and land users, and would help land managers de- 
termine which maintenance projects are the most critical to our 
Federal land visitors. 

As conservationists on this 45th Earth Day and with the Na- 
tional Park Service Centennial coming up next year, we should ac- 
knowledge the inherent tradeoff between acquiring more lands and 
conserving what we’ve got. Stewarding as Ranking Member Cant- 
well mentioned what we’ve got. 

With more than 640,000,000 acres now under Federal ownership 
and a ballooning maintenance backlog on those lands, spending 
nearly $1 billion each year to acquire more lands is not responsible 
land conservation. We should all remember that the LWCF is the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund, not the Land and Water Ac- 
quisition Fund. 

As my father told me growing up, if you ever find yourself in a 
hole, the very first thing you do is stop digging. It’s time to stop 
digging. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify. And I look for- 
ward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Watson follows:] 
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Introduction 

Madame Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, and Members of the Committee, thank 
you for the opportunity to testify on the reauthorization of and potential reforms to the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, My name is Reed Watson and I am the Executive Director of the 
Property and Environment Research Center (PERC), a nonprofit research institute in Bozeman, 
Montana, that has studied public land issues for more than three decades. 

My testimony today will explain why reauthorizing the LWCF in its current form would likely 
do more harm than good for our federal lands. The reason is simple: we are failing to maintain 
most of the 635 million acres already owned by the federal government. Using the LWCF to 
acquire additional land — without first addressing the billions of dollars in deferred maintenance 
on the existing federal estate — will threaten the ecological health, public accessibility, and 
economic productivity of these precious lands. 

Congress should reform the LWCF to address the critical yet unfunded needs that exist on lands 
currently administered by the federal government. In particular. Congress should require that the 
LWCF be used to reduce the massive backlog of deferred maintenance projects on existing 
federal lands before it can be used to acquire new federal lands. 

Conservation, at its core, is about the care and maintenance of the land. Spending hundreds of 
millions of dollars each year from the LWCF to expand the federal estate when we are currently 
failing to maintain the existing federal estate is not responsible conservation. Reauthorization of 
the LWCF gives Congress an opportunity to prioritize conservation over acquisition. 


LWCF Background 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is the principal funding source for federal land 
acquisitions for conservation and recreational purposes. Created in 1964, the LWCF is 
authorized at $900 million per year, with the vast majority of revenues currently derived from oil 
and gas leasing on the Outer Continental Shelf. Through the appropriations process, LWCF 
funds are used for three general purposes: (1) federal acquisition of land and waters; (2) grants to 
states for recreational planning; acquiring recreational lands, waters, or related interests; and 
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developing outdoor recreational facilities, collectively the “stateside program;” and (3) related 
purposes. Rarely has Congress fully appropriated the LWCF for these purposes. Since 1965, 
more than $36 billion has been credited to the LWCF, but less than half of that amount ($16.8 
billion) has been appropriated to LWCF programs.’ 

Of the total LWCF appropriations since 1965, the majority ($10.4 billion) has gone to federal 
land acquisitions. These acquisitions were made by four agencies — the National Park Service, 
the U.S. Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and the Fish and Wildlife Service. Of 
the four agencies, the National Parks Service has received the most LWCF funding at $4,4 
billion, or 42 percent of the total LWCF federal land acquisition appropriations. Federal land 
acquisitions since the LWCF’s creation total approximately 5 million acres,’ 

The stateside program has received the second-largest portion of total LWCF appropriations 
($4.2 billion). In the early years of the program, more funds went to the stateside program than to 
federal land acquisition, but stateside appropriations have declined since the early 1980s.^ 

The stateside program received no appropriations in FY1996 through FY1999, with zero 
stateside budget requests in FY2001, FY2002, and FY2006 through FY 2008,“* 

The third category, generally described as “related purposes” or “other federal purposes,” has 
received the smallest portion of total LWCF appropriations ($2.1 billion). No funds were 
provided for related purposes until FY1998, but Congress has since directed 29 percent of the 
total LWCF appropriations to this category. Some of these appropriations were directed to the 
Forest Service highway rehabilitation and maintenance, but the majority has supported other 
programs such as the Historic Preservation Fund, the Payments in Lieu of Taxes program, and 
various forestry and habitat programs off the federal estate. 

With the LWCF set to expire on September 30"' of this year, disagreement has emerged over 
whether, for how much, and for which purposes the Fund should be reauthorized. The Obama 
Administration has proposed amending the law to appropriate mandatory funding of $900 
million annually beginning FY20 16.’ Many oppose reauthorization on the grounds that federal 
ownership restricts certain land uses and reduces local tax revenues. 

Research conducted at PERC has shed light on an additional consideration: whether the LWCF 
should be used to acquire additional land when our federal agencies are unable to maintain the 
the existing federal estate, lands the backlog of deferred maintenance projects on the existing 
federal estate. 


' Carol Vincent Hardy. 2014. ‘Land and Water Conservation Fund: O’erv'iew. Funding Histoty, and Issues.” 
Congressional Research Sendee. RLoSS."!!. htto://iiationalaglawcenter.org/'VB- 
content,diDioad.s./assets/crs/RL.33.s.t 1 .pdf 

^ Zinn, Jeffrey. 2005. “Land and Water Consenatioii Fund: Current Status and Issues.” Congressional Research 
Sendee Report for Congress, June 10. Zinn reports acquisitions as of 2005 was 4.5 million acres. 

^ Margaret Walls. 2009. “Federal Funding for Consen ation and Recreation: The Land and Water Consen ation 
Fund." Resources for the Future Backgrounder. httpi/Avw'w.rff.org/RFF/Documents/RFF -BCK-ORRG_LWCF.pdf 
^ Despite receiving no stateside budget requests. Congress appropriated $.3 19 million to the stateside program in 
those years, wdth 2002 stateside binding of $144 million, the most stateside appropriations since I9B0. 

■ U.S, Dept, of the Interior. National Park Service. Budget Justifications and Performance Information, Fiscal Year 
2015,p. LASA-l. 
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Unfunded Projects on Existing Federal Lands 

Spanning some 635 million acres, the federal estate accounts for 28 percent of the total land area 
in the United States. That is an area roughly nine times the size of Nevada — a state that, itself, is 
81 percent federally owned. Federal ownership is concentrated in the West, where nearly half of 
the land is owned by the federal government. Besides Nevada, western states where the federal 
government owns more than half of all land include: Oregon at 53 percent federal, Alaska and 
Idaho, each at 62 percent federally owned, and Utah at 67 percent.*’ 

As the federal estate has grown, so too has the backlog of maintenance projects on federal lands. 
In 2010, the Department of the Interior estimated that its total deferred maintenance backlog may 
be as high as $20 billion.’ Last month, the National Park Service announced that its deferred 
maintenance backlog has reached a total of $11.5 billion.* The agency estimates that 90 percent 
of its roads are in “fair” or “poor” condition, dozens of bridges are “structurally deficienf ’ and in 
need of reconstruction, and 6,700 miles of trails are in “poor” or “seriously deficient” condition.’ 

As the National Park Service (NPS) prepares to celebrate its 100-year anniversary in 2016, this 
deferred maintenance backlog represents a glaring blemish in a system known for the “crown 
jewels” of Yellowstone, Yosemite, and Grand Canyon. Aging infrastructure and facilities, 
increased visitor use, and insufficient funding all contribute to the growth of the NPS backlog. 
Table 1 lists the deferred maintenance backlogs in several popular national parks as of 
September 2014. 


Table 1: Deferred Maintenance Backlogs in Popular National Parks (2014)'“ 

Yellowstone 

$656,547,010 

Yosemite 

$552,778,696 

Grand Canyon 

$329,458,168 

Rainier 

$298,372,137 

Grand Teton 

$201,840,685 

Glacier 

$178,517,042 


Consider a few of these backlogged NPS projects: More than $20 million is needed to fix the 
deteriorated condition of the waste water facilities in Yellowstone." As much as $200 million is 


* Gorte, Ross W., cf al. 2012. "Federal Land Ow nership: O en iew and Data." Congressional Research Seivice. 

hltp://Fas.otv/seD/crs./misc/R42 146.1x11 

’ Goverameiit Accountability Office. 201 1. “Department of tlie Interior: Major Management Cliallenges.” GAO-1 1- 
424T. iiHp:// vnvw.£ao.gov/Drod»cts/GAO-HM24T 

The NFS defines the deferred maintenance backlog as the cost of maintenance that is no! performed when it should 
have been or was scheduled and which, therefore, is put off or delayed, most often due to funding constraints. 

^ National Park Seivice. “Critical Maintenance Backlog." 
lutp://wwvv.nps.eoi/transoorlalion/niaimciiancc backlog. him! 

“NPS Deferred Maintenance by State and by Park.” 

lillc:.',%ww.iios.eov/siibiccls/Dlaiidcsigiicoii5lmcl/uDloacl/T'Y14-DM-bv-Stalc-and-Park 2015-Q.3-13.pdf 
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needed to fix busted water pipelines and ensure safe drinking water for visitors at Grand Canyon 
National Park.’^ More than $3 billion in high-priority road repairs are needed across the national 
park system.'-’ According to the latest NPS estimates, the backlog consists of $1 .8 billion in 
building repairs, $62 million in campground maintenance, $472 million in trail maintenance, 
$255 million in waste water systems, and $5.6 billion in unfunded transportation-related 
infrastructure needs.''' 

In addition to unfunded maintenance projects, federal land agencies also face operational 
constraints that prevent the agencies from adequately managing and protecting the lands under 
their control. For instance, in Region 1 of the National Forest Service, budget cuts have created 
at least 15 law enforcement vacancies.*’ The Forest Service has been forced to cut full-time 
employees in non-fire programs by 35 percent over the last decade, and the agency expects 
further employment cuts in 2016. The result is a diminished capacity for the agency to 
appropriately monitor and protect our national forests. 

The care and maintenance of existing federal lands is an appropriations decision that often loses 
out to other political considerations. Congress has shown more interest in appropriating funds to 
acquire new federal lands than it is to provide funding for routine maintenance projects on those 
lands. Similarly, presidents have been more likely to seek new federal land acquisitions or create 
new federal designations under their executive authority — as President Obama did in December 
with the creation of seven new units of the national park system — ^than they are to prioritize the 
maintenance of existing federal lands. These political considerations have contributed to the 
steady increase in the deferred maintenance backlog over the last several decades, despite claims 
by several recent administrations to begin addressing the issue. 

The continued expansion and acquisition of new federal lands has contributed to a steady growth 
in the maintenance backlog across the federal estate. As the NPS recently noted, “[.N]ew 
legislation and executive orders have transferred to the NPS additional assets in poor condition 
compounding the NPS already limited capacity to provide stewardship to existing assets.”*’ 
Since 2005, more than a dozen additional parks with transportation assets were added to the 
national park system, in addition to land acquisitions funded by the LWCF. The agency 
anticipates that the backlog will continue to grow as a result of additional land acquisitions 
combined with the unavoidable effects of inflation and asset deterioration. 


" “NPS Asset Inventoiy Suimnaiy - By Park.” httDV’/'vww.iTOS.gov/stibiccls.'Dlniiclesiaiiconstn.icl/iioload'NP.S-.Assel- 
tnyentorv-SimimaiT-Bv-Park-PY 1 4-1 .ndf 

’’ Associated Press. May 21. 2014. "Water pipes top Grand Canyon’s maintenance list.” 
httD://www.ca.srv-aUcvtribiinc.confarizoit:t/:irticlc dZSccO.'tc-cti.Sa- i tc.’)-92-S;t-00i9bb296.3f4.httnl 
Statement of Jonathan B. Jarvis, Director. National Paik Service. Department of the Interior, Before the Senate 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resontces. for an CK ersight Hearing to Consider Supplemental Funditrg Options 
to Support the National Park Service’s Efforts to Address Deferred Maintenance and Operational Needs. July 25, 
2013. htir>://w\vw. cncrev. senate. aov/t)ubhc/indc.\.cfin/fi]cs/sotvc”Fiie id-6d4cd07.3-bir5-42cf-a61a-122bc71c67b9 

“NPS Asset Inventory Summary” 

!ijtp:/Avwvv.nDS.eo\7stibjccls/nlandcsieitcousinicl/uDioad.tNPS-Assct-!mciiton -Stuiintarv -FY14-j-2.p dr 

Chaney, Rob. 2014. "Forest Service law enforceirrent takes budget liil; Region 1 reviews 15 vacancies.” 
Missoulian. March 9. htlD://inissoiilian.conPnew-5/!ocabTorc.st-sctv icc-l3\V"Ciiforcemciii-U tk cs-bitdgci"ltit-iX‘gion- 
ioscs-iobs.btrticic 898ca5cc-01 i 7-5342 -98i)8-i5.r3i)543icdl. him! 

National Park Sendee. 2014. "Deferred Maintenance Backlog.” Park Facility Management Division. 
hllD:/Avwiv.nDS.i;ov/lriireooTtaiion,'Ddf5/DcrciTcd.MaliiicnanccP3Pcr.pdr 


4 


98 


Opportunities for Reform 

As currently authorized, the federal portion of the LWCF allows the federal government to 
purchase additional lands, but it makes no explicit provision for the care and maintenance of 
existing federal lands or the lands to be acquired with LWCF funds. Throughout its 50-year 
history, the LWCF has added approximately 5 million acres to the federal estate, almost all in the 
West. In so doing, the LWCF has created additional maintenance and operational needs without 
providing a means to address those needs. In FY2015, federal land agencies sought a combined 
total of 163 land acquisitions through the LWCF, 

Given the current size of the federal estate, and the extent of the management needs on those 
lands, spending hundreds of millions of dollars annually through the LWCF to acquire new lands 
is irresponsible. These acquisitions exacerbate the problem by creating even more unfunded 
maintenance projects and by stretching already insufficient maintenance budgets over even more 
acres. 

Conservation, at its core, is about the care and maintenance of the land. As such, the federal 
government has a responsibility to maintain and adequately fund the land it owns for 
conseivation and recreational purposes. The relevant question is whether Congress should give 
federal land managers the resources they need to maintain and conserve the existing federal 
estate, or whether we should burden them further, and stretch their budgets thinner, with 
additional land acquisitions. 

There is ample evidence that Westerners value the care and maintenance of existing federal 
lands. The latest “Conservation in the West” survey, conducted by Colorado College, found that 
95 percent of voters in the West believe that Congress should ensure that public land managers 
“have the resources they need to take care of public lands and provide services to visitors.”*^ 
While the survey is commonly cited as evidence that conservation programs such as the LWCF 
are popular among Westerners, this finding suggests that properly maintaining and caring for 
existing federal lands is a top priority among Western voters. 

Conservationists and lawmakers should acknowledge the tradeoffs that are inherent in 
appropriation decisions over conservation measures such as the LWCF reauthorization. Funding 
that is allocated to land acquisition means less funding is available for other purposes such as 
deferred maintenance backlogs and operational needs on existing federal lands. Deferred 
maintenance has not been a political priority, at least not measured by the history of 
congressional appropriations. Therefore, arguing that the LWCF should be used exclusively for 
federal acquisitions or the stateside program, and that the deferred maintenance backlog should 
be addressed in the general appropriations process is not a credible policy position.'* Rather, 
conservationists must recognize these tradeoffs and seek out opportunities that enable federal 
land agencies to meet these challenges. 


” The 20 LS Conseivation in the West Poll: A Surr'ey oftlie Attitudes of Voters in Six Western States. 
hiips://www.coloradocolicec.cdn/slatcorii~!crockics/’coit5cnalioitinittcvvc5!/’ 

'* See, foresample, Hiar, Corbin. 2015. “Jewell defends efforts in Alaska, opposes LWCF clianges,” Greemrire, 
April 17, quoting Interior Secretary Salty Jewell: “As a result Jewell said, “We do no! support the idea of using land 
and water consen atioii fund dollars for maintenance or operations. We lliink lliaCs a part of the regular budget.” 
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LWCF reauthorization is one such opportunity. Reauthorization presents an opportunity for 
Congress to address many of the critical needs on existing federal lands and to prevent further 
increases in the deferred maintenance backlog. To do this. Congress must first clarify that 
maintenance counts as a “related purpose” for which LWCF can be used. Second, Congress 
should prioritize the allocation of LWCF funds for maintenance before we devote additional 
funds to land acquisition 

Even with these changes, the LWCF is not sufficient at its current funding level of $900 million 
to erase the entire maintenance backlog. Indeed, the NFS estimates that it would have to spend 
nearly $700 million each year on deferred maintenance projects just to hold its backlog steady at 
$11.5 billion.*^ Given this reality. Congress must identify and tap additional funding sources that 
can help federal land managers tackle the maintenance backlog. 

One funding source that has already given federal land managers much needed budget flexibility 
is user fees.^“ Allowing managers to charge (or, in some instances, continue to charge) user fees 
and retain the majority of the fees collected on-site would better align the incentives of land 
managers and land users. Retained receipts would also help land managers prioritize 
maintenance projects in a way that would complement and perhaps direct any LWCF funds 
appropriated exclusively for maintenance. 


Conclusion 

The reauthorization of the LWCF presents an opportunity for Congress to address many of the 
critical unfunded needs on existing federal lands and prevent further increases in the deferred 
maintenance backlog. As Congress considers reauthorizing the LWCF, policymakers should seek 
to reform the program to provide a steady and reliable source of funding for maintenance, 
repairs, and revitalization of existing federal lands before those funds are used to expand the 
federal estate. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify and present my views on this important subject 


Statement of Jonathan B. Jarv is, Director. National Park Service, Department of the Interior, Before the Senate 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, for an Ov ersight Hearing to Consider Supplemental Fimding Options 
to Support the National Park Service’s Efforts lo Address Deferred Maintenance and Operational Needs. July 25, 
2013. liitD://wwvv.ciicrgv. senate. gov/public/'indcx.cfni,'Tiics,'scrvc';Filc- id”^6d4cd07:i-blf5-42cf-a61a-i22bc71e67b9 

See, for example. Donald Leal and Holly Fretvvell. 1997. ’'Back lo the Future lo Save Our Parks.” PERC Policy 
Series. htiD://vv\vw.Dcrc.org/ar(ic!cs,i).ack-fulurc-save-our-i)arka-full . 
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The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Watson. 

Thank you, each of you, for your testimony this morning. 

I want to, kind of, take your comments, Mr. Watson, and kick 
this over to the Deputy Secretary, Mr. Connor, because I think you 
have articulated it well. We are at a place where our Federal Gov- 
ernment managers have approximately 640,000,000 acres under 
Federal management. That is nearly 30 percent of the United 
States of America, which is significant. 

I think we would all agree on this dais here that our public 
lands, our lands in this country, are treasures. We do have a re- 
sponsibility, a stewardship responsibility, to them. How we address 
this is the crux of what we are dealing with here today. 

When we were looking through the history of LWCF and recog- 
nizing that this was enacted 50 years ago and when the bill was 
moving through the process, the Senate version of the bill origi- 
nally had development in it. It is my understanding that they 
dropped that in conference because there were some who felt that 
there was this urgency to acquire lands before either the values 
skyrocketed or they were privately developed. 

Since LWCF was enacted we have had 104,000,000 acres in Alas- 
ka added through ANILCA and nearly 5,000,000 additional acres 
aquired with LWCF. Again, Alaska has about 30 percent of the 
United States acreage. 

The question I think that we are dealing with is do we keep add- 
ing to that land bank without focusing on the responsibility for 
management and maintenance of what is contained within that 
bank? At what point, Mr. Connor, should we start taking care of 
what we already own rather than the continual focus on acquisi- 
tion? As Mr. Watson reminded us, this is the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund, not the Land and Water Acquisition Fund. 

At what point do we say we have to put a priority on the mainte- 
nance and the backlog? 

Mr. Connor. Thank you for the question. 

I think that is the question we should be asking. Are we merely 
adding to the Federal estate through the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund, the acquisition side of it, or what purposes are our 
acquisitions for? 

As I mentioned in my testimony 99.25 percent of the acquisitions 
in the last five years have been within the exterior boundaries of 
conservation units. And I think what we are trying to accomplish 
with respect to that is we’re trying to certainly add to the conserva- 
tion value, to connect habitats but that eases overall management. 
We’re addressing inefficiencies in our management, as I mentioned 
with respect to our inholdings and the fact that that drives up fire 
suppression costs. 

The Chairman. At some point don’t you run out of these 
inholdings that will allow you to have continued efficiency? 

I understand what you are saying. I think we are all agreeing 
here, but at what point do we say we have an obligation, a finan- 
cial obligation and a stewardship obligation, to care for these lands 
that we have now under our Federal management? 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely, we do. But I don’t think the choice is 
do we address the deferred maintenance issue within the National 
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Park Service and other land management agencies. Is that a com- 
petition with the Land and Water Conservation Fund? 

I think the Land and Water Conservation Fund improves man- 
agement, improves our ability to meet state priorities. It has a lot 
of conservation benefits. It’s a necessary program to address a lot 
of needs both for Federal land management agencies, but also for 
state and local priorities. 

Deferred maintenance is a very real issue, and I think we share 
the view that that is a serious issue that needs to be addressed. 
Our budget 

The Chairman. But how 

Mr. Connor. Also does that through a separate mechanism. 

The Chairman. How are we proposing then to do that because 
the Administration is seeking to turn LWCF into a permanent 
mandatory-funded program? How do we do that? 

So far as I know, we have not identified any offset which is an 
issue here when we are dealing with CBO scoring. How do we en- 
sure that, in fact, we have in place the means to address this be- 
cause LWCF is not a true trust fund here? It has always been sub- 
ject to appropriations. You acknowledge that there is a need to ad- 
dress it, but what we have not seen is how we effectively pay for 
it. 

Mr. Connor. Well, there are, overall in the budget as we’ve 
talked about in our budget hearing, there are offsets in the overall 
budget for both the mandatory funding request for Land and Water 
Conservation Fund and the specific initiative we have within the 
Park Service budget to address the deferred maintenance issue. 

Two hundred forty-three million dollars in the ’16 budget specifi- 
cally through the discretionary appropriations process to address 
deferred maintenance issues, plus $300 million in mandatory fund- 
ing for a three-year period, each year for a three-year period, to ad- 
dress that deferred issue 

The Chairman. But I think we 

Mr. Connor. In association with the National Park Centennial 
with our goal is to take those highest priority assets, that $2.2 bil- 
lion that we’ve identified as our highest priority, non-transpor- 
tation assets, and get them in good condition over a ten-year period 
intended to address the deferred maintenance issue. So we have 
offsets in the overall budget that provide for both the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund mandatory request and the deferred 
maintenance issue with the Park Service budget. 

The Chairman. But I think we recognize that the identified off- 
sets that you have come up with are probably offsets that will not 
be acceptable within this Congress. 

So where do we start? 

Let us go to Senator Cantwell, and I do not know whether votes 
have been called, but as members come and go we will just keep 
moving. 

Senator Cantwell. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

And I would like to continue on this dialog because I think it is 
an important one, particularly with the anniversary of the national 
parks coming up and the question of what we want to do to im- 
prove our park system in recognition of where we have been over 
the last 100 years. But I just want to be clear because I think just 
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because the name of it is The Land and Water Conservation Fund, 
I am okay with changing the name to put the name acquisition in 
there. It is clearly in the statute, reading from the statute, that the 
purpose of this is for the acquisition of lands, waters, or interests 
in land and water as follows. So it is clearly in the Act. That is 
what is authorized. That is the purpose of it, so the Act is not just 
to theoretically conserve. 

I do think that the backlog issue is a real issue. Now I have 
ideas that I think that we should do the roadless area rule and 
take care of backlogs at the same time, set aside what we are not 
going to do because it is in an unattractive part from the perspec- 
tive of actual timber harvest, and then make investments in areas 
where we do have backlog. But to blame the entire Federal system 
backlog on the Land and Water Conservation Fund I just think is 
not the right direction. We have got to own up to what our obliga- 
tions are, to improve our Federal lands and continue to see areas 
in which Federal land acquisition might be done. 

So with that, Ms. Scarlett, you have been involved in these 
issues from two different perspectives, your role in the Department 
of Interior during the Bush Administration and now your position 
with The Nature Conservancy. In fact, I would like to say that 
some of the best environmentalists on the Republican side of the 
aisle usually come from previous Administrations who then decide 
that those were the right policies. There are many Republicans who 
push Presidents, who push great land policies, and I certainly want 
us to look at this as a bipartisan effort. 

But what can we do to make sure that we have land and water 
acquisition and also take care of maintenance? 

Ms. Scarlett. Thank you. Senator. I want to offer several points 
on this. 

Looking at the backlog issue I think we first have to look at its 
composition. So about half of it is roads and I think appropriately 
we should be looking in the transportation reauthorization at ad- 
dressing some of those challenges. 

Secondly a not insignificant portion actually comes from disas- 
ters that have occurred and in which emergency supplemental 
funding has not covered the responses on Federal public lands and 
so including when those emergency supplemental approves funding 
to actually address those will also help. 

But I want to get to a much more important and central issue 
which is I think the remedy to the maintenance backlog really 
needs to be tied to ways that reinforce sound agency management. 
I think the Fish and Wildlife Service offers a recent example. 
They’ve actually decreased their maintenance backlog by about half 
in just a few short years. And they did that first by clearly charac- 
terizing those assets that needed repair and replacement. Second 
by prioritizing and recognizing that everything on the list didn’t 
really need to be addressed. A remote, unused or seldom used, for 
example, road might have been on the list doesn’t really need re- 
pair. So they set clear priorities, management discipline and then 
struck out to actually, within the appropriated annual budget, ad- 
dress them. I think the other agencies can similarly do the same. 

I want to make another point. I spent so many hours on this 
issue during my time at Interior, and one of the things we did was 
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to actually look at industry standards. The backlog itself is a little 
bit misleading because even in the private sector there’s always a 
backlog. What you want to do is to keep that backlog less than ten 
percent of your capital asset replacement cost. Fish and Wildlife 
Service now has its backlog down to four percent, well within that 
industry best practice. 

Other ways to address it? Recreation fees and keeping them on- 
site, extraordinarily important. 

And then I’ll conclude with another remedy. Increasingly The 
Nature Conservancy, when we partner in Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund efforts, brings some matching philanthropic funds 
to the table and actually create some endowments that can actually 
contribute to some management of those lands. 

So I think there’s a lot of remedies here that are worth exploring. 

Thank you. 

Senator Cantwell. Well, Mr. Connor, what about that, looking 
at percentages and looking at various tools that would help for 
each of the individual backlogs? I mean, I think we should at least 
all come to an agreement as members of this Committee. Believe 
me, we are a very diverse group of people here, but we ought to 
just come to an agreement. 

What is the maintenance backlog within the Department of Inte- 
rior? Let’s put the number out there, and then we can decide what 
we want to do about it. But as I said, instead of blaming it all on 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund as the source for taking 
care of all the backlogs on Federal lands, I think we have to come 
up with other remedies. 

Mr. Connor. Well as a former Deputy Secretary I listen to Lynn 
as much as possible, and it’s been good advice since she’s been giv- 
ing it, and I think she’s giving some good advice today. 

I think she’s absolutely right. If we look at the maintenance 
backlog, we quantify it. It is 11 and a half percent, I mean, $11.5 
billion for the Park Service. It does approach $20 billion across the 
board, although that may include Bureau of Reclamation. 

There’s always going to be some level of backlog, so we’ve got to 
separate and prioritize, and that’s what we’ve done with respect to 
the Park Service, and that’s what the Fish and Wildlife Service has 
done. So we’ve identified our highest priority, non-transportation 
assets. We do think the Transportation bill should be looked at. 

But there are these other programs, fees, as well as, particularly 
for the Park Service, the private, the philanthropic organizations, 
the National Park Foundation, which is stepping up with respect 
to the Centennial coming up, raising lots of private dollars because 
there is an interest in doing that. And we’ve got to marry up all 
these programs to deal with that overall deferred maintenance 
issue which has gotten a little excessive. It is a priority. We just 
don’t think that that needs to compete with the LWCF. 

Senator Cantwell. Thank you. 

Thank you. 

The Chairman. Senator Daines? 

Senator Daines. Thank you. Chairman Murkowski and Ranking 
Member Cantwell for this hearing today. 

The natural resources in Montana are so important to driving 
our economy. Many, many Montanans make their living off the 
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land whether it is agriculture, whether it is mining energy indus- 
tries or, of course, showcasing really world class vistas in the public 
lands to visitors around the world. 

In fact I grew up in Bozeman. We are an hour away from Yellow- 
stone National Park, literally 50 minutes away from public lands. 
It is really the heart of where Brad Pitt and Robert Redford cre- 
ated fly fishing in a movie called, “A River Runs Through It.” 

Having said that we built a software company there that had 
1,000 employees and in part because people enjoy the quality of life 
in Montana and now that technology has moved, geography is a 
constraint. It was really our access to the lands and the amazing 
quality of life we had. It was an important driver to creating a 
business that capitalized nearly $2 billion. In fact our recruiting 
website was, I love it here, dot com, to get new employees. 

So with that as background and my support certainly for LWCF 
I want to address my first question to Ms. Scarlett. 

Thank you for being here today. The Nature Conservancy has 
used LWCF very well in Montana. I am hoping you can address 
some of these concerns that it’s solely to increase the Federal es- 
tate. 

It is my understanding that a majority of the projects in Mon- 
tana are in fact addressing the checkerboard nature of ownership 
inholdings, easements that actually increase access to public lands, 
improve land management and ensure that our multigenerational 
farmers, ranchers even, stay working on the lands. 

Could you expand on how LWCF is used in Montana? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes, thank you. Senator. 

You’re absolutely right. Increasingly we are seeing, especially 
through the Forest Legacy Project, as part of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund, the use of both conservation easements so one 
sustains working lands, but also acquisition of checkerboard lands 
that in some instances actually make access difficult. 

A couple of projects. I’ll flag the Trumbull Creek watershed 
project in Montana, a Forest Legacy project. That was an ease- 
ment. It yielded jobs, protected drinking water and sustained ac- 
cess. 

Another major one. The Nature Conservancy, has been involved 
in was the Montana Legacy Project, an enormous project, also 
many, many partners, working with Plum Creek Timber Company 
on some 310,000 acres of land. Again, one of the key goals was sus- 
tained access but also keeping lands contiguous and therefore bet- 
ter able to be managed. 

Senator Daines. Yes, and on that issue of access. In Montana we 
have approximately 2,000,000 acres of public land that are inacces- 
sible to the public. Access to public lands for outdoor recreation is 
such an important way of life for us. It really distinguishes, I 
think, America from virtually any other country in the world in 
terms of what we have here, that the average, hardworking, mid- 
dle-class Montanan has access to lands. 

How was LWCF used in Montana to improve the sportsmen ac- 
cess to existing Federal lands? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes, absolutely. 

Again, I want to flag the Forest Legacy Project Program because 
it has particularly focused on trying to enhance that access along 
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with improving forest management, and so the vast majority of 
those projects actually go very specifically toward enhancing access 
or at least having that as a component. 

Again, in some instances where you have private lands which we 
all celebrate, of course, they also make it difficult in some instances 
to access some of the premier fishing areas, hunting areas, that are 
on the public lands. Again, one of our goals with The Nature Con- 
servancy in addition to, of course, meeting our habitat conservation 
goals has also been to help ensure that access to, after all, the 
hunters and fishers who are among our greatest conservationists. 

Senator Daines. Thank you, Ms. Scarlett. 

Mr. Connor, I have a question for you. Certainly in Montana we 
understand that management of Federal lands must be improved, 
and we also are very aware of the current budget constraints and 
increasing appropriations for maintenance of existing Federal lands 
is a real challenge that we have already heard some debate here 
today. 

Could you expand further on how you see how LWCF has actu- 
ally created cost savings within the Federal agency’s budget and 
how LWCF can make Federal land management more effective and 
efficient? 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely, Senator Daines. Thanks for the ques- 
tion. 

One example is a specific Montana example that we have in the 
Lolo National Forest which had a very significant fire that rapidly 
spread in 2013 and became a high priority area during the fire- 
fighting season. Of great concern during that fire were a number 
of inholdings, and it was a particularly checker-boarded area. And 
from that standpoint there were increased firefighting costs associ- 
ated with protecting those inholdings. There was concerns about 
that situation being exacerbated because of the Wildland Urban 
Interface that could exist there if those properties were developed. 

So in the aftermath LWCF was used to acquire a number of 
those parcels which, I think, the Forest Service identified as a very 
high priority to ease firefighting suppression costs. And that’s one 
example. 

And just overall it’s been estimated that about 13 percent of 
those inholdings that are the Wildland Urban Interface are devel- 
oped at this point in time and do have properties and structures 
within them. If that was expanded at just 50 percent of those par- 
cels, the Forest Service estimates that that would eat up the vast 
majority of their suppression budget in any particular firefighting 
season. 

So it’s a real concern about, how do we reduce costs, but also how 
do we avoid costs in the future? 

Senator Daines. Okay, thanks, Mr. Connor. 

The Chairman. Senator Heinrich? 

Senator Heinrich. Thank you. Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Watson cited a figure, I think it was $11.5 billion, that is the 
maintenance backlog at the National Park Service. I would remind 
all of us that roughly half of that backlog is the responsibility of 
the Department of Transportation and state transportation agen- 
cies. I think we need to take that portion of the backlog seriously, 
but the way to address that backlog should be to get very serious 
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about passing a transportation reauthorization bill that actually in- 
cludes a sustainable and long-term funding source to address that 
backlog. Blaming LWCF for that backlog really misses the point. 
LWCF is a program that works. If everything in government 
worked as well as LWCF we would have a lot of time on our hands. 
We, as the Congress, have created the backlog, and we should ad- 
dress that shortcoming through the appropriations process. 

In addition, I want to point out the fact that we only get to sell 
oil and gas once. We lease a lot of oil and gas in the State of New 
Mexico, but our oil and gas reserves, including these reserves off- 
shore that fund LWCF, are depleteable assets. Once we spend the 
revenue from them, it is gone. That is why LWCF was set up to 
make permanent investments in conservation and recreation, not 
just pay for regular operations. So when we sell our energy re- 
serves they should be invested in some sort of permanent invest- 
ment in conservation, not for routine operations and maintenance. 

I hope we remember that if this program was as broken as some 
would suggest, I seriously doubt that LWCF reauthorization would 
have gotten 59 votes on the floor of the Senate as it did just a few 
weeks ago. 

So with that. Secretary Connor, I want to ask about something 
you know a little bit about, something about which is water. As you 
know water is one of the most economically, culturally important 
resources that we get from our public lands, particularly in the 
Southwest in places like New Mexico. In fact, almost half of our 
surface water comes from our national forests. 

In Taos County the county commissioner requested that the Car- 
son National Forest purchase a property that was up for sale be- 
cause development on it would threaten drinking water supplies for 
the Town of Taos and surrounding communities. Can you talk a lit- 
tle more about what LWCF does in terms of protecting water sup- 
plies for communities and farmers across the country? 

Mr. Connor. Thank you. Senator Heinrich. 

And yes, and particularly these days with the dramatic droughts 
going on in the West and just the fact that the water resources are 
most affected by increasing temperatures, most immediately, we 
notice the impact on water resources. There is a renewed focus 
within the LWCF to specifically look at investments that protect 
watersheds. And I’ll be sure to go back and look at the Carson Na- 
tional Forest example that you mentioned. 

But two examples. As I mentioned in my verbal comments, the 
Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge and 13,000 acres of a con- 
servation easement and a ranch there. They specifically highlighted 
four watershed protection purposes. It has other benefits. It keeps 
working lands in production. It helps facilitate the financial aspects 
of that operation. But that is one of the most stunning examples 
of where watershed protection is the highest priority and to re- 
store, work with the ranch and restore the landscape, improve the 
health of the overall watershed and the yield that it has overall. 

Great Sand Dunes National Park, the headwaters of the Rio 
Grande in Colorado, is another example where we are prioritizing 
acquisitions. I think in the budget there’s a 5,000 to 6,000 acre par- 
cel which is just part of a number of inholdings intended to particu- 
larly protect that watershed. 
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Senator Heinrich. Those are great examples, and I want to 
thank Senator Daines for bringing the issue of access up as well. 

One of the ways that the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
has been used in recent years that is really critical from a local eco- 
nomic viewpoint is being able to purchase easements whether it is 
into a water course, a river that does not have fishing or boating 
access, whether it is getting access into these isolated pieces of 
public land that over time have been surrounded by private prop- 
erty. 

Can you talk a little bit about how the Department of Interior 
is using Land and Water Conservation Funds to leverage the out- 
door recreation, hunting and fishing economy by getting access to 
places that the public already owns? 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely. 

I think, just quickly, this is an area where I think the Adminis- 
tration has plowed new ground with respect to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund assets which is the use of conservation ease- 
ments and the use of funding for particularly access for hunting, 
fishing. And so there’s a number of examples in Colorado on the 
Yampa River, the Niobrara Scenic River, the North Platte Special 
Management Area in Wyoming, where the focus has been access to 
the river for fishing as well as hunting access, particularly in the 
Yampa River in Colorado. 

It’s been a high priority. It’s a continued need that we hear more, 
and it’s one of the refinements. I think you mentioned. Chairman 
Murkowski, that we do need to look at access more and more, and 
I think that’s appropriate. 

Senator Heinrich. And to give credit where credit is due there 
is a Sportsmen’s Act that Senator Murkowski and I are working 
on. It does attempt to address this very issue which is critical for 
many, many Western states. 

Thank you. Madam Chair. 

The Chairman. Absolutely, I appreciate you bringing that up. 
Senator Heinrich. 

One thing that you mentioned though that I would agree with 
you on is we have got to deal with this aspect of the maintenance 
backlog as it relates to the roads within our public lands and how 
we deal with that, but it is my understanding that that responsi- 
bility is still on the Federal side, not kicked over to state DOT. 
There has been some argument about that, but it is still on the 
Federal side of the ledger, and that is why it tips it so out of 
whack. 

I am going to dash off and vote. Senator Barrasso will be up 
next. I know that there are a whole host of other members that will 
be back, so again, we will be jumping up and down. 

Senator Barrasso [presiding]. Thank you. Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Connor, recently this Committee has received letters from 
the National Recreation and Park Association, the National Asso- 
ciation of State Park Directors and the National Association of 
State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers. I am going to submit 
those letters for the record. Obviously there is nobody here to ob- 
ject, so they are part of the record now. [Laughter.] 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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National Recreation 
and ParkAssoclaticin 


February 6, 2015 


The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Maria Cantwell 

Chairman Ranking Member 

Energy & Natural Resources Committee Energy & Natural Resources Committee 

304 Dirksen Senate Office Building 511 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510 

Re: LWCF Reauthorization and State Assistance Program 

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell; 

The National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) followed, with great interest, last 
week’s Senate discussion on the reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (LWCF), which occurred during floor debate on the Keystone XL pipeline. 

As a result, the NRPA deems important that we clearly state our position in support of 
changes being needed in the reauthorization of the LWCF. 

The NRPA represents over 14,000 state and local park and recreation agencies, as well as 
more than 48,000 individual members in communities both large and small in all states. 
We respectfully request your support for: 1) the reauthorization of the LWCF including 
full, permanent funding; and 2) with fair and equitable treatment for the State Assistance 
Program of no less titan 40% guaranteed funding for formula grants to the states for 
active outdoor recreation. 

What we find is getting lost in the cuiTent discussion over the reauthorization of the 
LWCF is, first and foremost, the issue of fairness in how LWCF dollars are being 
distributed. While four-out-of-five Americans live in larger metropolitan areas, tlie 
LWCF is now only providing about 13% of overall funding to the very program - State 
Assistance ~ which impacts people where they live, and recreate, the most. Urban 
communities, in particular, suffer from the severe lack of resources currently provided 
through the State Assistance program. 

The State Assistance Program is consistently listed as a key tenant of the overall LWCF 
program. We value preserving and providing access to our national ti-easures for all to 
enjoy, but we want to remind you that many treasured areas are NOT located on federal 
property. 


In spite of its gross lack of support, portions of State Assistance allocations have been 
administered very successfully to virtually every local community across the country. 
The respective state and local partners frequently go well beyond the required one-to-one 
match for stateside grants. 


22377 Belmont Ridge Road ] Ashburn, Virginia | 20148 | www.nrpa.oro 

703.858,0784 | Fax 703.858.0794 


Chairman Murkowski 
Ranking Member Cantwell 
LWCF Reauthorization 
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Page 2 

Described as the most effective conservation effort in America and widely recognized as 
visionary legislation in 1965 when LWCF was authorized, the original allocation 
designated was: 

SEC. 4. (a) ALLOCATION. --There shall ... 

(i) the appropriation therein made shall be available in the ratio of 60 per centum 
for State purposes and 40 per centum for Federal purposes, ... 

rnarnmsmmaisstmmAmmmmciMmLB^ 

Through legislative changes and diversions, the State Assistance portion of the fund in 
recent years averages 13%. We recognize the considerable competing priorities, but an 
honest review will confirm the effectiveness, the demand and the appropriateness of 
providing a fair and balanced allocation that resembles the original intent of the law. 

NRPA fully supports permanently and robustly reauthorizing LWCF State Assistance 
funding to enable planning, acquisition, development and rehabilitation of outdoor 
recreation facilities and opportunities at the state and local levels. 

Permanent reauthorization of LWCF, with a dedicated, balanced and equitable funding of 
the State Assistance allocation, will have tremendous impact today, and for generations, 
in meeting the purposes of the original Act. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 



Barbara Tulipane, CAE 
President and CEO 

National Recreation and Park Association 


cc: Members of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
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National Association of State Paric Directors 

P.O, 80x91567 Raleigh, NC 27675 
(919)218-9222 infG@naspd.org 

www.naspd.org 


February 4, 2015 

Prisdila Geigis 
iVlASSACHU'SETTS 

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Chairman 

Pmmmi 

Dofnenic Bravo 

WPcmm 

The Honorable Maria Cantwell, Ranking Member 

Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee 

304 Dirksen Senate Building 

:^sw’Qr 

Linda Lanterman 

Kansas 

Washington, DC 20510 

Re: LWCF Reauthorization, Stateside Allocation 

OiRECTORS 

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell: 

EJen Ellis 

Alaska 

We noted with great interest the discussions last week on the Senate floor 

Bryan Martyn 

Arizona 

regarding the proposed amendments for the reauthorization of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. 

Dan Bortner 

Indiana 

What sometimes gets lost in the talking points is the significant impact that 
LWCF has provided the state parks - the some 8000 distinct park areas in 

Bill Bryan 

Missouri 

all 50 states. Portions of available stateside allocations have been 
administered very successfully to virtually every local community across the 
country. The respective local partners frequently overmatch stateside grants. 

Phil Gaines 

South Carolina 

This is to respectfully request due consideration be given for fair and 

Craig Whipple 

Vermont 

equitable allocation of the fund as you consider permanent reauthorization of 
LWCF, Described as the most effective conservation effort in America and 
widely recognized as visionary legislation ini 965 when LWCF was 
authorized, the original allocation designated was: 

EXECUTIVE 

DIRECTOR 

SEC. 4. (a) ALLOCATION.— Them shall ... 

(i) the appropriation therein made shall be available in the ratio of 60 per 

l.„ewis Ledford 

North Carolina (ret.) 

centum for State purposes and 40 per centum for Federal purposes, . . . 

www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pt<q/STATUTE-78/pqf/STATUTE-7S-Pq89?.pd| 

With legislative changes and diversions, the Stateside portion of the fund In 
recent years averages just over 12%. We recognize the considerable needs, 
but a due review will confirm the effectiveness, the demand and the 
appropriateness of providing a fair and balanced allocation that meets the 
original intent of the law. 


PtomoSng and advancing ths state pa&. systems ofAmenca for their own signiffcsnoe. ss wei! 
as for thsir important contributions to the nations environment heritage, heaUh and economy. 


Ill 


The Honorable Murkowski 
The Honorable Cantwell 
LWCF Reauthorization 
Page 2 


America’s State Parks provide wonderful outdoor recreation experiences and unique historical, 
scientific and environmental education opportunities. LWCF has been a key reason for the vast 
diversity - from the expansive mountainous landscape in Alaska to a coral reef in Florida to the 
world's longest stalactite formation in an Arizona cavern to locations where European settlers 
first came to America and much more. The mosaic of the natural resources, the cultural fabric of 
America, and the splendor of its beauty are enjoyed by 730 million state park visitors annually. 
State Parks provide important contributions to the nation's environment, heritage, health, and 
economy. 

Permanent reauthorization of LWCF, with balanced and equitable funding of a stateside 
allocation, will have great impact today, and for generations, in meeting the purposes of the 
original Act. Thank you for your consideration. 



cc: Members, Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
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iiSiiLO 

National Association of 
State Outdoor Recreation 
liaison Officers 


President 
Tim HogsetS 
Texas 


February 5, 2015 


Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Charman 
Energy & Natural Resources Committee 
304 Dirksen Senate Building ' 
Washmgton, DC 20510 


Honorable Maria Cantwell Ranking Member 
Energy & Natural Resources Committee 
304 Dirksen Senate Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Vice President 
Susan Moerschel 
Delaware 

SecretaA' 
Linds Lan^rman 
Kansas 

PMP.resident 
Ponjenlc Bravo 
Wyoming 

Executive Director 

Doug Eiken 
Missouri 


Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Memb^ Cantwell: 

Because of the recent disoissions about the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) taking place 
during the Keystone Pipeline debate, our organizatirwi felt it important that we dearly state our position that 
we believe changes are n^ed in ttie reauthorizafion of ttte LWCF, 

The National Assodation of State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers (NASORLO) represents the outdoor 
recreation interests of all states. We respectfully request your support for reauthorization of Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act with ftill and dedicated ftinding that returns a fair and equitable distribution to 
states, which was an important and key tenant of original LWCF Act. 


Board of Directors 

Jotm Beneke 
Arkansas 
Steve DeBrabander 
Michigan 
Lauren Imgrund 
Pennsylvania 

Sen Ellis 
Alaska 
Pliil Gaines 
South Carolina 


As Stateside LWCF Program leaders, we have developed partnerships in thousands of cities, towns and 
counties across the United States resulting in parks and outdoor recreation opportunities near and where 
people live. Parks and recreation areas created and developed through the visionary LWCF law, are 
important community assets, plus economic drivers and job creators in our communities. Furthermore, 
LWCF sites will forever be available for public use. 

While LWCF investments combined wth local ^nds have created over 40,000 outdoor recreation sites, our 
nation and Its outdoor recreation needs continue to grow and change resulting in significant unmet outdoor 
recreation needs across America. It is urgent and timely to renew the commitment to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Program and commit to a fair and equitable share for states and local communities. 


Doug Hofer 
South Dakota 
Craig Wackor 
Nebraska 
SeUrick Mltchel! 
California 

GsraW Parish. 
Tennessee 
Jennifer ScanM 
Nevada 
Dan Schuller 
Wisconsin 


Your commitment to supporting our request is critical to carry forward the visionary legacy of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund that today serves people across America and the Teiritories. 



Tim Hogsett. President 

National Association of Stale Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers 


105H, ABNR BUILDING CC: Committee Members 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI 
COLUMBIA, MO 65211-7230 

573.353.2702 P 
573,882.9526 F 
nasor]o®.e.mbafamail.com 

www.nasorlo.ora 


NASORLO is an organization of ^Jpointed state- and temttxial officii. working to provide ouldoor recroaiion by investing 
pfoceeds from, the LWCF stale assistani^ iwogam In.state and iocat p-ojects 
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Senator Barrasso. I might put a couple other things in too. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Barrasso. As part of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund reauthorization, all of these organizations are seeking a more 
fair and equitable share of the LWCF funds for states and local 
communities. The original 1965 Land and Water Conservation 
Fund law which Secretary Jewell has called a landmark law pro- 
vided for 60 percent, 60 percent, of the funding to go to the states. 
According to the National Association of State Park Directors in re- 
cent years the state side portion has averaged just over 12 percent. 
I do not think anyone would say that 12 percent is fair and equi- 
table, especially when the original intent was 60 percent. So can 
you talk a little bit about what you think is a fair and equitable 
percentage for the states that the Administration would support as 
part of reauthorization? 

Mr. Connor. Yes, Senator, thank you for the question. 

I do acknowledge, I think, absolutely you’re correct with respect 
to the original intent of the act. I believe that was changed by a 
subsequent amendment. But the question is still valid. What is the 
appropriate mix between Federal dollars and State dollars? 

We look at it a little differently with respect to the state side al- 
location. It’s more than just the state side program itself which, I 
think, is out of the $900 million request in our 2016 budget, $100 
million is identified for the state side program which then gets allo- 
cated to states pursuant to a formula — 40 percent to every state 
and 60 percent based on population and etcetera. 

We look at the allocation in our budget as being actually 60 per- 
cent going to the Federal side and 40 percent to the State side be- 
cause we look at the grant programs that have been developed, the 
Cooperative Endangered Species grants, the Forest Legacy Pro- 
gram, the National Park Service Urban Parks and Recreation 
grants, as going directly to state or local entities for their priority 
conservation needs. In many cases it is for conservation easements 
or acquisitions that they do in addition to the parks and ball fields 
and the recreational areas that they develop as part of the state 
side program. 

So that 60/40 split is what we think we’ve been adhering to with 
respect to the program in recent years, and we think that’s appro- 
priate. With respect to the state side programs and the mix of 
grant programs, we think that gives us flexibility to deal with a lot 
of the state and local needs through those different programs and 
those priorities. So we think that’s an appropriate allocation. We 
think that’s working fairly well. 

Senator Barrasso. Thank you. 

Mr. Ledford, as a doctor I understand how important daily exer- 
cise is to a healthy lifestyle. In your testimony you touch on how 
state and local parks impact the health and wellness of, as you say, 
Americans in every community, every day. In your view why are 
state and local parks ideally positioned to increase the health and 
wellness of Americans every day? 

Mr. Ledford. What comes to mind is the breadth and depth and 
the locations of these around the country and where they’re lo- 
cated. There’s a study from the Charlotte/Mecklenburg area where 
the proximity of parks, if you’re living within one half mile of a 


114 


park or playground you’re five times, as a child, to be more 
healthy. So I think there’s a direct correlation with all the studies 
that are going on in today’s society about the benefits of activities 
in the outdoors and the direct relationship. 

Senator Baerasso. Again Mr. Ledford, in Ms. Scarlett’s testi- 
mony she talks about the economic benefits to communities with 
proximity to public land because it attracts people and their busi- 
nesses. In your career with the North Carolina State Parks Depart- 
ment have you witnessed economic benefits or revitalization efforts 
in areas where biking paths or recreational facilities, playgrounds 
or other protected open spaces are provided? 

Mr. Ledford. Absolutely. Whenever we bought property or ac- 
quired parks or started new areas some of the property that we 
would later want to acquire for that property or that park, the 
value was increased because of the proximity. The values of the 
property go up because of the type of use and the facilities and the 
accommodations that we’re providing. 

A local example in Mecklenburg County again was the $53 mil- 
lion annually spent by the tourists that come to the parks and $3.9 
million annual increased tax benefit to those property values going 
up just in Mecklenburg County alone in North Carolina. 

Senator Barrasso. So do you believe that returning to that origi- 
nal intent of the law to provide 60 percent of the funding for state 
purposes that that will lead to a greater economic revival in local, 
rural, as well as urban communities? 

Mr. Ledford. I think it would provide. Senator, a considerable 
increase to the local, states and local departments, and states to 
provide additional funds for that purpose. 

Senator Barrasso. Thanks. 

Mr. Watson, the testimony from the Administration and The Na- 
ture Conservancy argue additional land acquisitions increase public 
access, increase landscape health and increase conservation. 

Your testimony, Mr. Watson, about conservation goes in a dif- 
ferent direction by saying conservation at its core is about the care 
and maintenance of the land. You believe acquiring more land 
would actually, as you say, do more harm than good and will 
threaten the ecological health and public accessibility and economic 
productivity of public lands. 

Can you talk about why you believe conservation is more closely 
aligned with addressing our deferred maintenance backlog than ac- 
quiring new lands? 

Mr. Watson. Thank you. Senator. 

I do. I wish Ranking Member Cantwell were here for this ques- 
tion because I do think there’s a inherent tradeoff between acquir- 
ing more lands and maintaining the lands that we’ve got. And if 
my comments led some members of the Committee to believe that 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund was the exclusive driver 
of the maintenance backlog then I apologize. It wasn’t my intent. 
Rather that, moving forward as we consider reauthorization of the 
act and the fund, that we consider how that money would best be 
spent. I think there is an inherent tradeoff between acquiring more 
lands and stretching the existing operations and maintenance 
budgets further, thinner. 
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And to the issue of inholdings, I think there’s perhaps legitimate 
claims to be made that acquiring those inholdings can reduce main- 
tenance costs. But there’s also another mechanism for doing that 
which is land swaps. Someone has mentioned the issue of 
checkerboarding, checkerboarded, I would say, exterior borders. 
And swapping some of those lands and interior holdings for land 
outside the Federal estate would actually be perhaps a more cost 
effective and more revenue neutral approach. 

Senator Barrasso. Thank you, Mr. Watson. 

Yesterday Secretary Jewell announced Federal grants to eight 
cities to establish or restore parks in outdoor recreation facilities 
in low income, disadvantaged neighborhoods. So I think that by 
highlighting these types of projects, projects that are typical of 
what states do with funding, I see this as an acknowledgement 
that we need a more robust and more fair state side program. 

Senator Cassidy? 

Senator Cassidy. Yes. Mr. Watson, great testimony. 

Mr. Connor, is it true that we are dumping chlorine into the 
river that is the water supply for those Sequoias? 

Mr. Connor. I’m not familiar with that. 

Senator Cassidy. Mr. Watson, do you have documentation of that 
now? 

Mr. Watson. It’s actually from the Department of Interior’s 
budget request for 2016. So, yes. 

Senator Cassidy. Wow, there is no way to prioritize that? I 
thought that Ms. Scarlett’s comment was well taken. We need to 
prioritize. Ms. Scarlett spoke and I, again, good testimony, all of 
you, about ten percent being acceptable, sort of, this is the backlog. 
Fisheries has it down to four percent. Whatever standard Ms. 
Scarlett is using, you all know each other, so you must be familiar 
with that standard, I presume. What percent? If it is four percent 
for fisheries, what is it for the other agencies? 

Mr. Connor. I’m not familiar, off the top of my head, with where 
we are with the other agencies. I do think that’s a good industry 
standard that we should be looking at. I’m happy to look at that 
for the record. 

[The referenced information was not received at the time of 
printing.] 

Mr. Connor. We’ve quantified. But as far as what percentage 
that is. I’m not quite 

Senator Cassidy. What is the total budget of those agencies be- 
cause you said there is a $20 billion backlog in the aggregate? So 
when you do back of envelope, if you will, if we knew their total 
budget? Now granted that would not be the total budget only for 
management. That would include personnel costs, etcetera. So do 
you know the total budget they have for all like, managing lands? 

Mr. Connor. Our budget overall for the Interior Department is 
about $12 billion. 

Senator Cassidy. You have got a $20 billion backlog. [Laughter.] 
That’s over four percent. Ms. Scarlett, any comments on that? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes, I want to clarify that number that I used, 
that is, the ten-percent standard is not of a total budget. What that 
is is an industry standard where you look at the costs of your 
maintenance backlog relative to your total capital asset value. 
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Senator Cassidy. Thank you. 

Ms. Scarlett. So that’s the figure, and I’m sure I could look at 
that in the Park Service. 

Senator Cassidy. Now Mr. Watson, you suggest that I implied, 
I forget if it is outright stated, that state park management has 
done a better job in terms of realizing the cost, etcetera, etcetera, 
all the nice little litany of things that were suggested that could 
be done better. The State of Alaska has done a better job with state 
parks in terms of, you name it, upgrading, maintaining, realizing 
dollar value from than has the Federal management. Do you have 
that information? 

Mr. Watson. Actually and this wasn’t a staged question, but we 
do. PERC just released a report comparing management of State 
verses Federal lands because, as you are probably well aware, 
there’s a growing lobby, I would say, to transfer some of the Fed- 
eral estate to state management. So we started a research project 
to look at the economics of that transfer issue and what sort of 
management tradeoffs or differences we see between State and 
Federal management. 

And the results, the data, were overwhelming that states do a 
better job of managing their lands, partly it’s because they’ve got 
a clear instruction as far as how those lands should be managed. 
But overwhelmingly I wouldn’t say across every state park, but if 
you had to characterize, as we do in our divided lands report, 
which I’m happy to share with all the members of the Committee, 
the maintenance issue was much smaller and less pressing need 
for state lands than they are on Federal lands. 

[The referenced information was not received at the time of 
printing.] 

Senator Cassidy. So there is better maintenance on state lands? 

Mr. Watson. Correct. 

Senator Cassidy. That is interesting. 

Mr. Connor, any comments on that? It seems like we should be 
giving the parks to the states. 

Mr. Connor. Well, I think, as with all reports, we would cer- 
tainly want to look at that and make sure it’s an apples per apples 
comparison. I know that other folks have looked at the report, and 
I haven’t, so I have no personal judgments on that, but I know they 
raised issues with respect whether it’s a looking at a multiple-use 
mandate, how certain costs like firefighting costs have been dealt 
with in that particular report. So I think it’s a piece of work that 
deserves to be looked at. And we’re happy to do that and comment 
for the record. 

Senator Cassidy. Sounds good. 

[The referenced information was not received at the time of 
printing.] 

Senator Cassidy. Now next on the infilling. It is easy for me to 
imagine that some infilling could lead to the need for more 
infilling. That if you have something shaped like a U and then you 
begin, kind of, making a bridge it then becomes a circle, and now 
you have got to continue to buy within that circle. How much of 
the infilling leads to the need for more infilling, so to speak? 
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Mr. Connor. Well, I think overall when we’re acquiring 
inholdings within conservation units we do think that the more 
that you can acquire through the willing seller process, the more 
you’re increasing your management efficiencies from all different 
standpoints. 

Senator Cassidy. I guess that is not my point. If you have an up- 
side down U and then you, kind of, building a gap by building a 
bridge for whatever reason, between the bottoms of the U, now you 
have got a circle. So now you have got to spend another 99 percent 
of your money, if you will, on filling in the circle. I guess I am ask- 
ing is, when we do this, knowing that it is contiguous, does it con- 
tribute to the checkerboarding or to the kind of vacuous nature or 
does it begin to fill in those that are hollow? Obviously we want 
to get out of having to spend 99 percent of our budget on infilling. 
So, thoughts? 

Mr. Connor. I think overall where we’ll look at it — mostly it is 
a checkerboard as opposed to the circular situation. And we’ll look 
at trying to strategically acquire those inholdings in a way that 
doesn’t facilitate, ongoing. We want each acquisition to stand on its 
merit as improving management efficiencies as much as possible. 

Senator Cassidy. Okay, and just one more thing. Wiggle room, 
as in, overall, I agree with Senator Murkowski and with Mr. Wat- 
son. If we are not maintaining why are we acquiring more, and this 
is a compelling reason. If you could share with the Committee, kind 
of, the map of what you have done not to dispute, but just so I can 
understand. Oh, yes, here it is truly, completely coloring in, but 
every now and then we kind of bridge a gap. 

If you could do that, again, I say that not to dispute or to accuse, 
but just to understand. 

Mr. Connor. No, I think we’ve got some information like that 
that we’ll be happy to provide to the Committee. 

Senator Cassidy. Thank you. 

[The referenced information was not received at the time of 
printing.] 

Senator Cassidy. I yield back. 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely. 

The Chairman [presiding]. Thank you. Senator Cassidy. 

I want to pursue a little bit more the discussion about state side 
verses Federal side because, as I mentioned in my statement, when 
LWCF was first established 50 years ago it seemed that there was 
a more directed congressional intent in terms of how the allocations 
would go. It seems that we have really deviated from what that 
original intent was. 

Mr. Ledford, you have suggested a specific allocation to states. I 
do not remember if you said 60 percent or over 60 percent should 
be allocated then to state side. To effectively put that in more con- 
crete terms so that we do not have the discretion, some would call 
it the flexibility, but the discretion to put more toward the Federal 
acquisition side. I would ask you, Mr. Connor, why have we seen 
such a shift to the Federal acquisition side moving directly against, 
again, the initial intent which was a more even allocation between 
State side and Federal side? 
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Is that fed piece just using muscle? What is happening, and do 
you think it is a bad thing that we should go back to the original 
intent? 

Mr. Connor. We talked a little bit about this in Senator 
Barrasso’s questions, and he referenced the 60 percent original goal 
for state side. And that was, I think, modified by subsequent 
amendment to the act itself. 

And what I represented is we’re about at a 60/40 split from our 
perspective. We’ve moved in that direction because we’ve got more 
flexible tools now, I think, to deliver resources to the state and 
local entities. It’s not just the state side program, the traditional 
program, of giving money directly to the states according to the for- 
mula. 

We’ve got the grant programs which all go to local entities, par- 
ticularly for legacy program within the Forest Service, the Coopera- 
tive Endangered Species Grant Program which goes to the local en- 
tities in a lot of cases to acquire conservation easements associated 
with habitat and conservation plans which achieve local goals, as 
well as the Urban Parks and Recreation Programs which Senator 
Barrasso mentioned, that we made an announcement yesterday. 

So the 40 percent of the resources are really going to state side 
local entities, not to any Federal entity, not for any Federal acqui- 
sition. 

The Chairman. Let me ask Mr. Ledford if he agrees with all 
that. 

Mr. Ledford. To clarify from my point of view, the state pro- 
gram receives 12 and a half percent, on average, in the recent 
years. Those other programs don’t go through the competitive 
planned process that come to the states. There are more Federal 
programs that are given directly to other programs verses the 
match that the 50 percent at least match that the local commu- 
nities are providing with the state. So we’re actually at a 12 and 
a half percent or there about allocation. And then the local govern- 
ments or institutions are matching that fund, but it is in the 12 
and a half percent that goes through the state assistance program. 
The related purposes would be what you would consider that were 
added in 1998 that allow for the other funds. 

The Chairman. Let me ask you another question on that because 
some have suggested that the oversight or the accountability meas- 
ures with regards to state assistance LWCF programs, there are 
some issues as to whether or not the funds are going in the direc- 
tion where the programs are authorized. What kind of oversight do 
we have? What kind of accountability do we have on the state side? 

Mr. Ledford. Well each state has a gubernatorial-appointed 
state recreation liaison officer that manages the program for their 
state. It’s watched the entire time with the program, every five 
years there’s an inspection and authorization that the projects stay 
in perpetuity to the intents that it was set up to be established for 
the operation of the outdoor facilities for the park. 

The Chairman. So we do have a level of oversight in place that 
is pretty clearly defined then? 

Mr. Ledford. Absolutely, and I would like to go on to clarify 
with some of these other points that the state side does allow for 
land acquisition as well. 
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The Chairman. Right, right. 

Mr. Ledford. On the state programs, not just facilities. 

The Chairman. Right, understood. 

Let us go next to Senator Alexander. 

Senator Alexander. Thank you. 

Thank you. Madam Chairman, and thank you for the discussion. 

In 1985 and 6 I was Chairman of President Reagan’s Commis- 
sion on Americans Outdoors and one of the major recommendations 
was to fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund and do 
it in a mandatory way. That has never been, in fact, realized be- 
cause of the way our budget system works here. But after spending 
a year and a half chairing, I was a Governor then, looking at all 
these issues, I came to the conclusion that maybe we needed a con- 
servation policy for the Western United States and a different one 
for the Eastern United States. And I still feel that way. 

I can understand how Senator Murkowski feels about acquiring 
more land in Alaska because, the Federal Government owns so 
much of Alaska. Tennessee, North Carolina, we are different, you 
know? We have got the national park, the Great Smokey Moun- 
tains is 500,000 acres which we bought and gave to the Federal 
Government and then there is the Cherokee National Forest. And 
that is close to it. 

We like the fact that Land and Water Conservation money is 
used to help acquire Rocky Fork which was a Forest Service pri- 
ority, and so there is a completely different attitude, and I think 
one of the great things about our country is that we are big and 
diverse, and we are not one size fits all. So why should a one size 
conservation policy fit every single state? Why shouldn’t we say to 
a state like Tennessee that if you want to use your Land and 
Water Conservation Fund money to acquire more lands have at it? 
And to a state like Alaska, if you want to use some of it to main- 
tain what you have, you can do that. What would be wrong with 
that, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Connor. Thank you. Senator. 

I think we’ve acknowledged and I heard Secretary Jewell ac- 
knowledge and I think this came up in our budget hearing the fact 
that there is probably more enthusiasm for the LWCF in the East- 
ern states vis-a-vis the Western states, probably not because of 
more interest in conservation, but it’s probably the land acquisition 
piece in and of itself. I’m not quite sure how a different kind of con- 
servation policy East and West would play out. 

Senator Alexander. One way to express itself the last time we 
dealt with this it seemed like, when we created a little bit of man- 
datory funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund a few 
years ago it all went to the state side because the westerners did 
not want any more Federal land acquired. So that was an implicit 
recognition of what I just said. 

While I am on that how much money, so far, has been produced 
by the one-eighth of cent, I guess it was, of mandatory funding for 
the state side of the Land and Water Conservation Fund in the En- 
ergy bill of 2005 or 7, whichever it was, 2007? 

Mr. Connor. It hasn’t manifested itself in great amounts so far. 

Senator Alexander. But how much? 


120 


Mr. Connor. I think it’s probably in the neighborhood of $4 to 
$8 million. 

Senator Alexander. Yes, I think it is $3.6 million. Is that right? 

Mr. Connor. That is probably right. 

Senator Alexander. Yes. 

Mr. Connor. And maybe 

Senator Alexander. You ought to know that. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Connor. Yes, sir. 

Senator Alexander. If it is only $3.6 million. That is the only 
mandatory funding we have, isn’t it, for the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund? 

Mr. Connor. It is. But as you know, as of 2017 the amount that 
that applies to, that incremental value of revenues does increase. 

Senator Alexander. It could increase or does increase. What 
happens in 2017? 

Mr. Connor. So it was a sliver of those oil and gas revenues of 
an area within the Gulf of Mexico. 

Senator Alexander. Right. 

Mr. Connor. It was eligible to be used for those revenues for the 
state side program. That area increases substantially in 2017. So 
as of 2018 I think we’re looking at a cap of about $125 million. It 
could get to that cap and you could have $125 million for the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund state side program depending on 
where oil prices are at that point in time. 

Senator Alexander. It could get to it. 

Mr. Connor. It could. 

Senator Alexander. It could get to it. 

Mr. Connor. Exactly. 

Senator Alexander. But so far it is $3.6 between 2009 and now 
which is not a whole lot of money. 

Mr. Connor. Right. 

Senator Alexander. I would like to reintroduce the subject of 
user fees. Every time I have looked at the maintenance backlog of 
the National Park System it is mostly roads and that kind of thing. 
Roads ought to be paid for by people who drive. I do not know why 
it’s not part, as it has been before, of our National Transportation 
system program. I don’t know why we would take valuable dollars 
that we should use, that we need to use, to maintain parks and use 
it to maintain roads. 

Eor example, there is one road through the Great Smokey Moun- 
tain National Park, only one. It is a major highway. Maintaining 
it is a big deal. I assume that comes out of the National Park Serv- 
ice funds. Is that correct? 

Mr. Connor. There are some funds. We are looking at fees 
and 

Senator Alexander. No, I mean, the road through the Great 
Smokey Mountain National Park. Is that paid for by park funds or 
by highway funds? 

Mr. Connor. I think we would prioritize most of the major work 
that needs to be done out of the Transportation bill, the highway 
funds, but I’m sure there are some Park Service funds that go to- 
ward that. 

Senator Alexander. Do you 

Mr. Connor. We could look 
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Senator Alexander. Do you not know that? 

Mr. Connor. I do not know that off the top of my head. 

Senator Alexander. Well, why don’t you know that? I mean, 
that is the most visited National Park. It is the only road through 
the park. You are the Deputy Secretary. You ought to know that. 

Mr. Connor. I’m going to know that very soon, sir. 

Senator Alexander. Yes, I think you should. I mean you ought 
to know exactly how much money is coming out of the mandatory 
fund in LWCF. You ought to know how much money, I mean, if we 
are going to be having a whole hearing about maintenance, we 
ought to know whether the highway funds are coming out of the 
Federal highway system or whether they are coming out of the 
park system. 

My time is up. Madam Chairman. 

The Chairman. Senator Warren? 

Senator Warren. Thank you. Madam Chairman. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is a good example about 
how environmental protection and economic growth can reinforce 
each other. A recent report by the Trust for Public Land found that 
for every dollar invested in the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
returns of $4 came in economic value, not only through the benefits 
of recreation and tourism but also through less obvious benefits 
such as protecting water quality, water supply, guarding against 
floods. Some of these you referred to in your testimony. 

But Mr. Deputy Secretary, could you just give me one or two 
quick examples of how Federal land acquisition under the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund generates economic value? 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely. 

There are ancillary benefits that are certainly real from an eco- 
nomic standpoint. As you mentioned, protecting our water supply 
and Ms. Scarlett gave a very good example of how in one instance 
there was, I think it was in the Connecticut River Basin, the pro- 
tection of the water supply alleviates the need for doing certain 
maintenance activities. And so, that’s an example. 

But certainly I think there are numerous examples of rec- 
reational benefits of enhancing that outdoor recreation industry, 
and that certainly is through our access programs, the Niobrara 
National Scenic River, the Smith River National Recreation Area 
in Oregon. These are all areas that have been identified as a high 
priority by not just the Federal Government, but the state and 
local communities because of the economic viability of those recre- 
ation areas and the yield to the local economies. 

Senator Warren. Well some have suggested that the Federal 
Government is using these tools to expand the footprint of Federal 
lands in our states. So I actually want to focus on this. When land 
is acquired through the Land and Water Conservation Fund does 
it represent an expansion of the Federal footprint or does it mostly 
involve infill, that is buying up properties that are already sur- 
rounded by Federal land and creating an easier to manage unified 
piece of land? 

Mr. Deputy Secretary? 

Mr. Connor. Over the last five years it greatly goes to 
inholdings within existing conservation units. 99.25 percent of the 
acquisitions have been within those external boundaries. In fact 
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the National Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service only 
acquire lands within their external boundaries. 

The Bureau of Land Management does have the ability to ac- 
quire them outside but they prioritize inholdings and edge hold- 
ings. And there are, that 99.25, that small percentage that’s not 
inholdings is BLM and it’s three acquisitions that they’ve made 
within the last five years. 

Senator Warren. Sir, I just want to underline that number. That 
is 99.25 percent of all lands purchased for the Department of the 
Interior go for filling in holes that were privately held in the mid- 
dle of Federal park lands. 

Now in Massachusetts the National Park Service recently ex- 
panded the Cape Cod National Seashore area in precisely this 
manner by acquiring an easement of the North Highland Camp- 
grounds which was already surrounded by National Park land. Can 
you walk us through why these purchases, in many cases, actually 
reduce the cost to taxpayers and make it easier to manage Feder- 
ally protected lands? 

Mr. Connor. From many levels we’ve talked about how these 
inholdings require additional fire protection activities which cer- 
tainly is an additional cost on a yearly basis. 

Ease of management, quite frankly, where we have inholdings 
and private property. We have to take care to limit access to those 
private properties and keep people within the publicly available 
lands, so it’s a management challenge. 

From a habitat standpoint it’s also a management challenge, and 
it eases overall management goals with respect to connectivity and 
habitat and water supply restoration efforts. If we’ve got one own- 
ership and it’s part of a conservation unit and so on many different 
levels there’s efficiencies to be gained from addressing the issue of 
inholdings. 

Senator Warren. Well, thank you very much. I appreciate you 
all being here today. 

In Massachusetts the Land and Water Conservation Fund has 
been a very strong success. It protects a diverse collection of areas 
from forests and watersheds such as the Conte National Fish and 
Wildlife Refuge that provides many ecological benefits to important 
historic sites such as the Minute Man National Historic Park. Good 
for our environment, good for our economy. 

I am looking forward to working with my colleagues to reauthor- 
ize and fully fund this program so we can continue to have all of 
the tools we need to protect this land for our kids and our 
grandkids. 

Thank you. Madam Chair. 

The Chairman. Thank you. 

Let us go to Senator King. 

Senator King. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

I would like to step back and talk about the original purpose of 
the law. This is one of the most far-sighted, in fact, visionary stat- 
utes passed in the last 100 years. I have always thought that the 
people who had the foresight to set aside Central Park in Manhat- 
tan at a time when that island was very sparsely populated and 
to preserve that land is one of the great acts of genius in our coun- 
try. 
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Of course, the national parks fit into the same category. Ken 
Burns said they were America’s best idea. They are one of the few 
things we can do around here that is permanent, as permanent as 
anything can be. Laws and statutes come and go, but once land is 
set aside for the public, it is there permanently. 

I think it is important to realize that the funding source here, 
the offshore oil and gas revenues, those resources belong to the 
public, and we are using that money that comes from property that 
is owned by boys and girls in Bangor, Maine and people that live 
in Alaska and people that live in San Francisco or Alabama or New 
York. Those are their assets and we are allowing people to use 
them for commercial purposes. There are fees involved, and turning 
that money back into access for people to the public is absolutely 
essential it seems to me. This whole discussion, to me, is a great 
big example of the failure of Congress to adequately address the 
country’s needs. 

Mr. Watson, you made an eloquent case for adequately funding 
the national parks not raiding the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund to do what Congress should be doing in the budget of the na- 
tional parks or how about this? Funding the Highway Trust Fund. 
That would be a good idea. It goes broke in 30 days. We have 
patched it, I do not know, ten or 11 times. Senator Warren just 
whispered, embarrassing, and that is what it is. 

We are like a search light searching for pots of money that can 
be sucked up to meet the needs that we ought to be doing in the 
ordinary course of budgeting. By the way, Mr. Connor, I do not let 
the parks all fall together. I have gone after Secretary Jewell about 
the failure to collect fees adequately at the parks, and you need to 
modernize that system because a lot of people that come to the na- 
tional parks, I know people come to Acadia, tell me, “We would like 
to pay, but we could not figure out where the entrance was.” So we 
need to work on that. 

But I just think the fundamental question here is once we start 
saying well this is a slush fund for covering deferred maintenance 
then, forget it. We may as well repeal the statute and name it 
something else because it is not going to be living up to its purpose. 
And this country is growing. 

It is also interesting this is a regional issue because it is very dif- 
ferent in the West. I was just talking to Senator Risch from Idaho. 
Two-thirds of the land in Idaho is owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment. That is not true in the East where public lands are so impor- 
tant in terms of people’s access to the out of doors, people’s rec- 
reational access. 

The other thing we need to remember is this money is not just 
for Yosemite or Acadia National Parks. I met recently with some 
friends in Maine, Steve Balboni, Tracy Willette and Denise 
LeBlanc. They are local park officials in Bath, Maine, Bangor, 
Maine, Skowhegan, Maine. They run summer programs for kids, 
and they have recreational opportunities. They work with the 
school lunch program. This is real important. We are not hugging 
trees here, we are hugging kids nationwide, and I think that is 
very important. 

Finally I am passionate about this because my wife and I are 
RVers, and we have stayed in some sensational state parks. Dead 
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Horse Point State Park in Utah, state parks in Georgia, state 
parks in Washington State, national parks all over the country. 

This is who we are, and it is one of the greatest things about this 
country. I am just very intent, as you might be able to tell, that 
we not, in effect, convert this statute, this far-seeing visionary act 
of genius by our forbearers in this institution, to a maintenance 
fund to fix roads and curbsides in our nation’s parks and in our 
community parks across the country. 

I have used up all my time, so if you could find a question in 
there you are welcome to it. [Laughter.] I just feel so strongly about 
this, and I appreciate all of you coming. Mr. Watson, I know I cited 
you in particular, so certainly. 

Mr. Watson. I found a question there, if I may? 

Senator King. I want you to come to the Appropriations hearing 
and make the same case for funding the roads and the bridges in 
the national park. 

Mr. Watson. I’d be happy to. 

I hear you wholeheartedly, and I think raiding the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund to turn it into a maintenance fund is the 
wrong idea. But as I said and I said it colloquially, as my Dad said 
to me, when you’re digging a hole, when you find yourself in a hole, 
stop digging. 

And that’s the point. That’s the thrust of my testimony is we 
should probably stop acquiring more lands and stretching those 
maintenance dollars further rather than raiding the fund for main- 
tenance. But we need to do something. 

The National Park Service itself estimates that it needs $700 
million a year just to hold the line, just to maintain the current 
backlog, not even to start drawing it down. So this is a significant 
financial issue. You said who we are. This is who we are, and I 
couldn’t agree more. 

And as we think about celebrating the National Park Centennial 
what are we going to celebrate? Are we going to celebrate acquiring 
a lot of lands that are no longer maintained, the roads are crum- 
bling and inaccessible and wildlife habitat is deteriorating? And 
we’re literally poisoning our Sequoias with waste water or 
chlorinated water or do we want to celebrate stewardship? 

And I think back 50 years to what the original forbearers who 
passed this visionary law were thinking about, and I suspect they 
were thinking about stewardship and conservation, not necessarily 
acquisition in the name of acquisition. 

Senator King. Thank you. 

It looks like we are in charge. Senator Gardner. 

Senator Gardner [presiding]. Thank you. We have to find ques- 
tions all over the place now, you and 1. 

Thank you very much to all of you for being here today. 

It is great to see you, Lynn. It is great to see you. Thank you, 
Ms. Scarlett, as well for being here. And thank you to the Chair- 
man Murkowski and Ranking Member for holding the hearing 
today on a very popular and bipartisan program. 

Over its 50 year history the LWCF has conserved iconic land- 
scapes in every state and is our nation’s most important conserva- 
tion program. According to Colorado Parks and Wildlife since the 
inception of the program approximately for every $1 approximately 
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in LWCF grants that have been made in Colorado it was leverag:ed 
with $2.50 in investments dedicated to the construction and main- 
tenance of outdoor recreation throughout my state. 

This type of conservation system has helped Colorado establish 
an outdoor recreation economy that contributes $10 billion of eco- 
nomic activity to our communities and supports over 107,000 good 
jobs. I was proud to support Senator Burr’s amendment during the 
Keystone debate that would have permanently reauthorized LWCF. 
Furthermore, in the past LWCF funds have helped eliminate the 
threat of water exports from the San Luis Valley in Colorado to 
help create the Great Sand Dunes National Park and the Baca Na- 
tional Wildlife Refuge. 

We have a picture here of somebody who is really mad that 
water is interfering with their fence, but beautiful. In the back- 
ground you can see the sand dunes and the mountains in the back. 
And because of LWCF we have these lands in Colorado that may 
not have been preserved otherwise or protected for current and fu- 
ture generations to enjoy. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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I would like to share this picture along with another photo that 
we have of the Baca Ranch just to show one, of the many opportu- 
nities that we have across this country to preserve some of the 
greatest landscapes that we have. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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So to Director Scarlett, I have seen the value that LWCF can 
bring to a community by helping purchase inholdings on Federal 
lands. Could you speak to the importance of purchasing inholdings 
at a broader level, a national level? 

Ms. Scarlett. Yes. 

As those gathered know when the Congress designates parks, 
refuges, etcetera, they designate the boundaries of those places. 
But sometimes at the point of designation not all the lands within 
those boundaries are actually available and so many of those lands 
end up as Deputy Secretary Connor suggested, with inholdings. By 
being able to actually acquire those inholdings there are a number 
of benefits, not only in terms of recreation, in terms of preventing 
land fragmentation and indeed, even undermining some of the 
original purposes of the parks or the wildlife refuges but significant 
management benefits. 

And I do want to say, I think it’s a mistake, as Reed Watson sug- 
gested, to think that land acquisition is in competition with man- 
agement enhancement. 

Let’s think of wildland fire, something in your state you’re really 
well familiar with. Prescribed burns cost about 95 percent less than 
mechanical treatment. And to be able though to do those prescribed 
burns actually requires that you have some contiguous lands. It’s 
very difficult to do them where you have inholdings for fear of en- 
croaching on those private lands. That’s one example. There are 
many, many others where those acquisitions significantly enhance 
management. 

I think Secretary or Deputy Secretary Connor also mentioned the 
issue of public access. And one of the challenges where you have 
inholdings is from the public standpoint they don’t know where 
that private boundary begins and the public one ends. And so 
there’s a challenge for the agency of managing those boundaries to 
make sure people don’t trespass on those private lands. Removing 
that challenge by acquiring that inholding can significantly benefit 
the public in terms of trail continuity, but also the agency in terms 
of management. Really the list goes on and on. 

Senator Gardner. Yes. 

Deputy Secretary Connor, Colorado has been fortunate to have a 
very successful state program. Great Outdoors Colorado. They have 
done amazing work, but there are areas where the Federal Govern- 
ment just simply has to take the lead. 

Rocky Mountain National Park is celebrating its 100th anniver- 
sary this year, and there is one particular inholding on one of the 
main park roads that has become available for acquisition by the 
park. The State of Colorado, Larimer County most likely, will seek 
to secure that inholding. 

Would you please address a little bit about what Ms. Scarlett 
said in terms of the two not being in competition with each other, 
the land acquisition, inholding acquisition, those two efforts 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely. I absolutely agree. They’re both high 
priorities. 

I think it shouldn’t be looked at as LWCF adding to the mainte- 
nance burden because of all the efficiencies that we’ve talked about 
today with respect to management and not only firefighting efforts 
which I talked about to some extent. But also, absolutely, the pre- 
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scribed burn, the daily type of maintenance and management ac- 
tivities that we have to do to take care of these lands which are 
made more easy by acquiring these inholdings. So there’s effi- 
ciencies in those programs that don’t make it necessarily an addi- 
tional burden. It actually helps in our overall management and our 
efficiency in managing public lands. We do need to deal with, sepa- 
rately though, the backlog of deferred maintenance. 

And I think Mr. Watson’s absolutely right. We have the park’s 
Centennial coming up. That’s the reason why we have this initia- 
tive in the 2016 budget to get on a very definite program to deal 
with that $11.5 billion maintenance backlog of which about $4.9 
billion is non-transportation assets, about $5.6 billion are transpor- 
tation assets and get, particularly, prioritize as our highest priority 
assets and have this ten-year program to not only get them back 
into good condition but ensure that we can maintain them in good 
condition. Our budget proposal does provide for that just as it pro- 
vides for the Land and Water Conservation reauthorization and 
mandatory funding. 

Senator Gaedner. Thank you. 

Madam Chair, there was only one attempted rebellion while you 
were gone, so we were happy to restore order. [Laughter.] 

The Chairman [presiding]. Thank you, I appreciate that. 

Senator Manchin? 

Senator Manchin. Thank you. Madam Chairman. 

In the great State of West Virginia we know the importance of 
protecting our public lands. They are a source of economic activity 
and connection to our heritage. Each year nearly a million people 
take advantage of the beauty, beautiful, public lands in West Vir- 
ginia, and we are very proud of that. 

We generate about $7.6 billion in consumer spending and 82,000 
jobs which we are very appreciative for that. These jobs provide 
about $2 billion in wages and more than half a billion in state and 
local tax revenue. The Land and Water Conservation Fund has pro- 
vided over $230 million to West Virginia over the past 50 years in- 
cluding nearly $50 million for the New River Gorge area, the pic- 
ture of which I have with me. As you can see it’s a very, very beau- 
tiful place. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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The New River is one of the oldest rivers on Earth. It was home 
to early coal mining and company towns, railroads and farms, and 
today it is known for world-class whitewater rafting as well as 
hunting, fishing, camping and just about any outdoor activity. Pro- 
tecting lands like these across the United States should continue 
to be a priority for Congress which is why I am proud to co-sponsor 
a bill this Congress to both reauthorize and fully fund this impor- 
tant program. 

Let me ask you all, with GOMESA funding currently the only 
sure funding going to LWCE, can you please share your thoughts 
on the challenges our network of public lands. State and Federal, 
will face if one of the LWCE programs has guaranteed funding and 
the others do not, where your priorities may be? Who would want 
to jump in on that? 

Mr. Ledford. From the state perspective GOMESA, you know, 
we are very appreciative of all the funds that we have available. 

Senator Manchin. Sure. 

Mr. Ledford. But there is a cap and ceiling on that that would 
be just over $125 million total coming in. So that doesn’t get us 
back to the amount of equitable allocation that we would seek to 
have from the reauthorization of LWCE. But again, we’re very ap- 
preciative of all those funds to be brought to the table. 

Senator Manchin. How do you all categorize and pick the ones 
you think are most effective because we do not want to lose any. 
So we will be sitting here defending our states and all the pro- 
grams that we have, and they have all been helpful. But as you 
start prioritizing because of budget restraints, where do you go? 
How do you go? Do you hear from us? Listen to us or our states? 
Do you ask us to prioritize which ones we need the most and have 
the most effect or do you just cut across the board because it is 
easier that way? 

Mr. Ledford. Each state has a statewide comprehensive outdoor 
recreation plan that analyzes and prioritizes based on demand, 
trends, supplies, opportunities. That’s a very open process to select 
those highest priority projects. 

Senator Manchin. So you do not pick any one of the programs 
within your jurisdiction as far as one you are going to that you 
think has the most return and the most good for the people? 

Mr. Ledford. We try to go through those priorities that is estab- 
lished by that statement. 

Senator Manchin. Well I am saying your funding, coming from 
the Federal Government. If it starts cutting back do you just go 
across the board and take all the cuts? 

Mr. Ledford. Yes. 

Senator Manchin. That is the way 

Mr. Ledford. Well on the state side, yes. 

Senator Manchin. Federal side too. 

Mr. Ledford. Yes, we — yes. 

Mr. Connor. On the Federal side we’ll continue to prioritize with 
whatever resources we have. We think the mandatory funding pro- 
posal is incredibly important to add stability to the program to 
allow the benefits of efficiency and long term planning, but we have 
prioritized our acquisitions based on conservation value, the man- 
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agement efficiencies we get out of it and the threats to the re- 
source, quite frankly. 

And so each agency has its own set of priorities that are doing 
acquisitions. We also have a collaborative conservation program 
that looks at large landscapes, and we’re doing that very much 
across the Federal Government and with the state and local enti- 
ties. 

Senator Manchin. Let me go to one more question then. 

As you may know. West Virginia is proud to be the third most 
forested state in the nation. I have my dear friend here from Maine 
who may be trying to take claim for one of the other ones. Close 
to 80 percent of the entire state is forested in West Virginia. It is 
unbelievable. 

Timber production from these forests are critical to the state’s 
economy, but they are equally important for providing clean water, 
outdoor recreation, hunting, fishing and many other uses. Impor- 
tantly 87 percent of our forest land is privately-owned while only 
13 percent is in public-ownership. 

You mentioned in your testimony the Forest Legacy Program 
which helps maintain private forest land and its other related pur- 
poses with LWCF. Can you go into more detail in how the Forest 
Service uses this particular program to work with the states and 
private landowners to protect public lands? How do you coordinate 
that? 

Mr. Connor. The Forest Legacy Program, I know that it’s highly 
valued by the states. It’s at the Department of Agriculture so I’m 
probably a little spare on the details itself 

Senator Manchin. Okay. 

Mr. Connor. But I do know that they’ve used this very effec- 
tively to keep working lands in production as much as we do with 
respect to range land within the BLM. 

The Forest Service has looked at these as opportunities to sup- 
port the conservation easements, working lands, those forests, to 
achieve conservation goals, but to ensure that they stay in those 
ownership, that they don’t get developed and that they can be used 
for revenue production also. 

Senator Manchin. Thank you. Madam Chairman, and I yield my 
three seconds back to the Senator from Maine. 

The Chairman. Thank you. Senator Manchin. 

It looks like we have got an opportunity for a couple more ques- 
tions here. Again, I apologize that we have been in and out 
throughout this hearing. 

As I have come in and out I have heard you all repeating com- 
ments that you had made previously in response to other members, 
and I apologize for that. Maybe you are just reinforcing your state- 
ments here. 

One of the things that I wanted to ask that I hope has not yet 
been addressed was how you identify for purposes of purchasing 
lands through LWCF funds to address the public access issue. I 
mentioned in my comments, again, that in Alaska and many re- 
mote parts, I think you. Senator Daines, mentioned that there are 
parts of Montana, parts of Alaska, parts of the country that it is 
really difficult to access these public lands whether it is for hunt- 
ing, fishing, recreational opportunities. What do you do, Mr. Con- 
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nor, in terms of identifying and how are our sportsmen and women 
incorporated into a process of prioritization? 

As you have heard, Senator Heinrich and I are working on this 
bipartisan Sportsmen’s bill. We have some pretty good provisions 
within that, but we want to make sure that the interest, the voices 
of the users of our public lands, are heard as well when you are 
identifying priorities. 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely. 

Well we do rely on the local land managers working with the 
local communities on identifying those high priority access issues. 
And through that effort we have gradually increased what is essen- 
tially a set aside within our programs to ensure access. And I think 
in the 2016 budget across Interior and USDA it’s a $20 million set 
aside out of the overall request. 

I would say also we’re sensitive with respect to — so there’s the 
specific set aside for specific recreational access to sportsmen and 
sportswomen for hunting, fishing, those type of activities. There’s 
also, I think, overall we’ve looked at our acquisitions and about 90 
percent of the acquisitions do allow for public access too. There are 
some instances where we have conservation easements on private 
lands where private access is not or public access is not part of the 
acquisition in that sense and more that’s for conservation efforts 
and to maintain the working nature of those lands. But we do try 
and ensure access through the overall program as well as the spe- 
cific set aside. 

The Chairman. Now under the North American Wetlands Con- 
servation Act, the NAWCA, the grant proposals there are reviewed, 
they are ranked by a conservation NAWCA Council. It is a nine 
member board that is established by the Act, and they make rec- 
ommendations for funding for specific projects. Some have sug- 
gested a similar process for sportsmen to weigh in and to provide 
input for a prioritization. Is that something that the Department 
would be favorable to? 

Mr. Connor. We would certainly consider that and think that’s 
worthy of discussion. 

The Chairman. Okay. 

As we think about our public lands and the issues relating to 
maintenance and the backlog, we must absolutely place the priority 
there. The second concern that I am hearing from folks that are 
utilizing our lands in Alaska is — these are public lands but it sure 
does not feel public to us. It feels like it is only the land managers 
themselves that seem to have access to some of these places. Par- 
ticularly in Alaska, because of the remoteness the access issues are 
real. It is something that I want us to look critically at and again 
incorporate the views of those who will be using these lands. 

I want to go to Senator Daines, and then we will probably have 
a chance to wrap up unless anybody else comes in with one more 
opportunity. 

Senator Daines. Thanks, Chairwoman Murkowski. 

I want to go back and reemphasize that point regarding the im- 
portance that our lands play in terms of our economic development 
in a place like Montana. I talked a little about the software com- 
pany that we built there. I talked about that I love it, dot.com, 
here, was a recruiting website. We also had another ad we went 
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by that says work where you also like to play. We really can have 
it all. You can work and get a good wage, and yet, you are just 50 
minutes away from access to trails and a stream. 

I think we do need to sort out as a Committee this issue on 
maintenance backlog. How do we continue to fund and support 
LWCF? How do we also address the issue here with a backlog and 
taking care of the existing lands? 

I want to go back to Mr. Connor. Could you help the Committee, 
maybe provide an estimate of the cost savings within Federal agen- 
cies by acquiring these inholdings, by consolidating these checker- 
board ownerships? Because I think part of what we are trying to 
do here is simplify sometimes a very complex land ownership map. 
I am referring to cost savings associated with perhaps the manage- 
ment costs of managing the complexity of a checkerboard situation 
verses the savings that you mentioned by not developing it that re- 
late to wildfires. 

I would assume it is easier and simpler to manage consolidated 
lands than have to figure out a way, it is pretty inefficient to man- 
age a very checkerboard situation. So is there any way you can 
quantify, looking for how we are saving money by consolidating 
and providing better access to our public lands? 

Mr. Connor. There have been some quantifications in specific 
situations. Such as I mentioned in my testimony with respect to 
the National Park in Alaska where we acquired native allotments 
and the projection for the Park Service said that the savings were 
about $60,000 per tract that had been acquired with respect to re- 
duce wildfire fighting costs. And so I know we have anecdotal 
quantification of the benefits. We can check and see. You can get 
as much information in different contexts. 

I think Ms. Scarlett raised a very good point, not just fire fight- 
ing in the premium that we have to have on inholdings to protect 
structures or private property, it also the ease that we have with 
respect to prescribed burns as a way of managing the resource as 
opposed to mechanical issues. 

Senator Daines. Yes, I would think there would be efficiency 
gains, again any sportsmen in Montana knows you have to spend 
about half your time looking at your GPS wondering where in this 
checkerboard arrangement. I would think we gain efficiency and 
more effective management through the investment in LWCF 
funds where we consolidate and bring greater access. I think that 
would be a strong argument, again, for additional benefits for 
LWCF as we look at moving forward here on reauthorization. 

Mr. Connor. Yes, there are savings on many levels. 

Senator Daines. I think if you could help us on that it would be, 
I think it would be a compelling argument as well here too. 

I want to turn to Mr. Watson. It is always good to see somebody 
from my home town of Bozeman here. 

You propose using portions of LWCF to fund the maintenance 
and operation of existing Federal lands. I know there was the Ten- 
derfoot acquisition in Montana where there was a private entity 
that set aside five percent of the purchase price to assist the Fed- 
eral agency in land management of that acquisition. Do you think 
encouraging similar arrangements would that help alleviate some 
of your management concerns? 
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Mr. Watson. Possibly, but one of the points we made earlier in 
the hearing was this is such a large issue now that, truth be told, 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund is somewhat a drop in the 
bucket. As I said earlier the National Park Service is estimating 
$700 million a year just to hold the line in their current mainte- 
nance backlog. 

I think we’ve got to think more holistically about this. Land and 
Water Conservation Fund can be a component of a larger strategy 
to address the maintenance backlog issue. Another one being, as I 
mentioned earlier, perhaps land swaps to address the 
checkerboarding and inholding issue that you just mentioned in a 
more revenue neutral manner. And third and finally, the one point 
I would emphasize here too is the user fees and charging the peo- 
ple who are driving much of this maintenance backlog, particularly 
in terms of transportation in terms of roads maintenance. That’s an 
important point to consider as well. Allowing Federal land man- 
agers to charge fees and retain those receipts onsite is a pretty ef- 
fective mechanism for addressing many of these issues. 

Senator Daines. Thank you. I am just about out of time. Ms. 
Scarlett, do you have any thoughts on that as well? I could see you 
nodding your head. There’s something there that probably needs to 
be said. 

Ms. Scarlett. We have two challenges as we think about the 
maintenance backlog. 

One is, of course, the size of that backlog and one of the various 
tools to address it. Since half of that backlog is roads thinking 
about the reauthorization of the Transportation bill and ensuring 
that the portion for Federal lands is incorporated and incorporated 
sufficiently is important. 

Certainly recreation fees during my time at the Interior Depart- 
ment we managed to work with the Congress to get passed the 
Federal Recreation Enhancement Act which fundamentally was fo- 
cused on user fees. 

But there’s a piece that we keep missing, I think, in this con- 
versation. It goes back to something I said about the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. What we need to be sure of is that the approach 
we utilize to address the maintenance backlog is actually one that 
imbeds into the annual management structures of the agency. In- 
centives to do that work well. 

And I look to the Fish and Wildlife Service as a case in point. 
Without any additional funds but simply by setting up very clear 
priorities, understanding what their maintenance backlog actually 
was, realizing that some of the items categorized were really pretty 
low priority. Roads not used by anybody but perhaps some of their 
own staff in remote places. They actually have been able to half 
their maintenance backlog in just a few short years, and I think 
looking at those management tools, something I spent some time 
on while I was at Interior is critically important. Not just thinking 
of giving a slug of money because that won’t necessarily change the 
management structures. Really focusing on those structures, I 
think, is part of the picture. 

Senator Daines. Thank you, Ms. Scarlett. I am out of time. 

Thanks for the time here. Madam Chair, and I do think Congress 
needs to continue to do more in this area with LWCF as well as 
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that we are looking at the timber reform for our healthy forests. 
We can improve all ten of our national forests back home in Mon- 
tana and help revitalize the timber economies, create jobs. I am 
looking forward to additional work we are doing on this Committee 
here in these areas. 

Thank you. 

The Chairman. Well, I appreciate that. 

Good comments and good testimony this morning from all. 

Mr. Watson, you made a point at the end there as we were talk- 
ing about how we find efficiencies, and I think we all want to find 
efficiencies. We have to from a fiscal perspective, it is a priority. 

There are other ways to do it short of the Federal, the land ac- 
quisitions. As you mention it is the land swaps. It is the exchanges. 

It is exactly what we did with the package that we put together 
within the NDAA last year where we were looking to address some 
of the inefficiencies that are inherent in this process, so that is one 
way to address the checkerboard and to do so in a revenue neutral 
way. I think that that is worthy of exploration. 

I think it is also worth noting that when we are talking about 
the effort to make the land acquisition and we are seeing this real 
benefit in buying up these inholdings. It is only within the Na- 
tional Park Service that it is, as I understand it, a statutory re- 
quirement to limit land acquisitions to inholdings. It is not a re- 
quirement for other management agencies to limit acquisitions to 
inholdings. So maybe that’s something that we look at for the oth- 
ers. 

We also recognize that every time we add a new park to the line- 
up of our national parks as we did in NDAA. We add additional 
conservation units that have to be maintained. It then, kind of, 
builds on itself in terms of then how we have to deal with effi- 
ciencies because we have more areas that we have brought on line 
under our Federal management system. So it is something that I 
think we need to look critically at. 

I am chewing on the thoughts that were raised by Senator Alex- 
ander about how land management is viewed in different parts of 
the country, and we just have to stipulate to the fact that it is dif- 
ferent in Alaska than it is in Maine. We recognize that. Yet, as 
Senator Alexander has pointed out, we have a one size fits all type 
of an approach or mentality. I guess this is where I am coming 
from as I learn more to say, what are we doing on state side be- 
cause that is how you really can allow for the differences in atti- 
tude and approach toward land ownership. 

If you are from a western state that has big spaces and already 
a lot of public land you are going to be viewing it differently. The 
flexibility that state side LWCF can offer you, I think, does allow 
you the ability to not only provide for great spaces for people in our 
respective states and around the country, but again, allows for a 
level of flexibility. 

These are some of the things that we are exploring as a Com- 
mittee as we work toward reauthorization, again, something that 
I do support. 

I do not think that LWCF is broken. There were some who sug- 
gested that was perhaps my leaning. It is not broken, but as with 
any program, there is always room for improvement. 
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This is a measure that was put in place 50 years ago, so I think 
it is right and appropriate and legitimate that we look at it in the 
context of how it is operating today because when it was put in 
place 50 years ago we were at a different place in terms of where 
we were with our land management and also in terms of where we 
were with issues such as maintenance and backlog. We probably 
could not have imagined that we would be looking at $20 plus bil- 
lion when were talking about our backlog. 

So as the times change we look at our laws and we review them. 
We should not get all excited that somehow or other we are going 
to be pulling the plug on an Act that has provided great benefit for 
Americans across the country. 

I do think it is appropriate that we review it for its timeliness 
and ensure that the great benefits that we have seen historically 
will continue into the future for our kids and our grandkids and 
again, with a responsibility and a stewardship that we are all going 
to be proud of 

So I look forward to working with you. Know that we have good 
things that we have learned today. We will be doing more in the 
weeks and months ahead. 

With that, I thank you. We stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:16 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
April 22, 2015 Hearing: The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Questions for the Record Submitted to Deputy Secretary Michael Connor 


Questions from Chairman Lisa Murkowski 

Question 1 : Many federal lands that have great benefit to sportsmen and women are 
inaccessible to varying degrees. What is the administration’s plan to address access 
challenges on federal lands? 

Response: The need to assure public access to the lands and waters we have is a 
critical component of our commitment to the American people. The 
Administration is continually looking at ways to increase access to federal lands 
for recreation purposes, both systematically and in individual situations as access 
issues arise. 

For the last 5 years, the Administration has focused on the acquisition of 
inholdings (99.25% for DOI) to assure that all Americans can access these lands 
for future generations. Acquiring inholdings from willing sellers helps maintain 
the integrity of the lands where there is already a federal investment and protects 
them from harms that would result from incompatible uses on adjacent lands. The 
Administration is also utilizing funds that have been made available for easements 
and purchases of land to enhance access to the parcels of public lands that are not 
cuirently legally accessible to the public. The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF) has been a critical component in ensuring this access. 

As for improving access to federal lands specifically for sporting and recreation, 
the FY 2016 Budget contains over $20 million in discretionary and mandatory 
funds for this purpose. This includes discretionary funds of $8.5 million for 
Interior and $5.0 million for the Forest Service and mandatory funds of $6.5 
million for Interior for improved access for sportsmen and hunters. 

Question 2 : On March 12, BLM testified before this Committee that the Department 
“strongly supports” the reauthorization of the Federal Land Transfer Facilitation Act 
(FLTFA). Since FLTFA was enacted, has the BLM used it to sell public lands at auction 
to the highest bidder? What portion of those sales conducted under FLTFA has been 
made to private citizens or companies? 

Response: The Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act (FLTFA) was enacted 
on July 25, 2000 (P.L. 106-248). FLTFA was originally authorized for a 10-year 
period and first expired July 24, 2010, On July 29, 2010, Congress passed an 
emergency supplemental appropriations bill which extended FLTFA for one year 
to expire July 25, 2011. All funds in the Federal Land Disposal Account on July 
24, 2010, and on July 24, 2011, when FLTFA expired were deposited into the 
General Treasury, LWCF account which is subject to annual appropriations. 


During FLTFA’s 1 1 -year history, 27,249 acres were sold under this authority and 
18,093 acres of environmentally-sensitive and significant lands were acquired. 
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U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
April 22, 2015 Hearing: The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Questions for the Record Submitted to Deputy Secretary Michael Connor 


The BLM conducted competitive land sales and sold land to the highest bidder 
using the General Services Administration online auctions process and in-person 
competitive land sales. The sales were made predominately to private citizens 
and companies and the acquisitions involved willing sellers. The acquired lands 
were within or adjacent to certain Federally-designated areas with exceptional 
resources managed by the NFS, FWS, BLM, and the U.S. Forest Service. 

Question 3 ; States are required to engage in planning for their outdoor recreation needs 
and to select, based on established criteria in those plans, high priority state and local 
projects. What kind of planning process exists on the federal side for land acquisitions? 
Does the LWCF Act require a planning process on the federal side for land acquisitions? 
How is the public engaged in the process? 

Response: The Department’s federal land acquisition process includes robust 
public engagement. For example, at the Department level, the FY16 LWCF 
request includes flmding for the Collaborative Landscape Projects, which are 
projects developed cooperatively with local communities to address specific 
conservation priorities identified through a collaborative process. Proposed 
Federal land acquisition projects are developed with the support of local 
landowners, elected officials, and community groups; agencies routinely field far 
more interest from willing sellers than they are able to meet with available 
funding. This broad collaboration around locally driven priorities provides an 
efficient and coordinated way to invest in, restore, and manage the country’s 
natural and cultural resources. And, each Department bureau utilizes an 
established process to rank land acquisition priorities for itself based on available 
resources, mission objectives and local community and landowner input. 


Question 4 : How many acres have been acquired with LWCF funds since the beginning 
of the program? For the federal acquisitions acres, please include a table that lists the 
acquisitions by agency (National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, and Forest Service) and includes the acres and the state for each. 

Response: The Department can provide the appropriated funding by field unit 
and state, along with acres planned for acquisition when the funding was enacted 
for its bureaus for the time period 2006 through 2015. During this period, the 
total amount of acres planned for line item project acquisition when the funding 
was enacted was over 500,000 for line-item projects only. This table is attached. 

The Department of Agriculture’s Forest Service was contacted regarding an 
accounting of its Federal land acquisitions, and will provide that information 
separately. 
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April 22, 2015 Hearing: The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Questions for the Record Submitted to Deputy Secretary Michael Connor 


Question 5 : Is the $ 1 1 .4 billion maintenance backlog within the National Park Service 
for high priority assets only? What is the maintenance backlog for medium and low 
priority assets (listed separately) within the National Park Service? 

Response; As of the end of FY 2014, the total deferred maintenance backlog 
stood at $1 1 .5 billion. Of this total, $2.2 billion is attributable to the NFS' highest 
priority non-transportation assets. Of the more than 75,000 assets managed by 
NPS, just over 6,700 are considered highest priority, and of these, 4,000 
contribute to the deferred maintenance backlog. The National Park Service 
strategy is to focus its resources on these most important assets. The NPS has not 
separately listed the medium and lower priority assets. 
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Questions for the Record Submitted to Deputy Secretary Michael Connor 


Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy 

Question 6 : Can you please share the primary sources of revenue to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF)? There are members of the committee, as well as some of 
you, who have advocated for the LWCF to be reauthorized and fully funded. While I 
agree that the LWCF needs to be re-authorized, I believe we can derive revenues for the 
fund through increased access to our energy resources on the Outer Continental Shelf. 
Could or should an increase in funding to the LWCF come from future OCS exploration 
and production as opposed to an appropriations increase that may require an offset? 

Response: By statute, $900 million is deposited into the LWCF account 
annually and is funded primarily through a small portion of revenues from federal 
oil and gas leases on the Outer Continental Shelf Contributions from Surplus 
Property Sales, and Motor Boat Fuels Tax vary each year but are nominal 
compared to the amount from receipts on the Outer Continental Shelf The 
Administration’s mandatory funding proposal for LWCF provides full mandatory 
funding for LWCF projects beginning in 2017. This mandatory funding, in 
addition to increasing financial certainty, enhancing local conservation 
partnerships and optimizing investments, will achieve the original intent of the 
LWCF Act — the dedication of a small portion of the money collected from oil 
and gas development and invest it into conservation and recreation projects for the 
benefit of all Americans. It will also eliminate the need for offsets to any 
increases in annual appropriations. 
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Questions for the Record Submitted to Deputy Secretary Michael Connor 


Questions from Senator Ron Wyden 

Question 7 : The National Park Service is dealing with a maintenance backlog in the 
nation’s parks. What has the Department of the Interior and the National Park Service 
done, or what does it plan to do in the future, to take care of the maintenance backlog so 
that programs like LWCF don’t get needlessly reorganized to pay for that backlog? 

Response: The Department changed the focus of the Five-Year Deferred 
Maintenance and Capital Improvement planning beginning in FY 2015 to the 
highest priority assets that are mission critical. In addition, the Department 
requires that bureaus dedicate three percent of their construction budgets to the 
disposal of assets, eliminating deferred maintenance on unused assets. During 
times of limited budgets, focusing on the highest priority, mission-critical assets is 
a strategically sound plan that makes the best use of the maintenance funds 
available. 

The FY 2016 budget request includes a significant commitment to address the 
NPS deferred maintenance backlog. The NPS strategy is to focus resources on 
the highest priority, mission-critical assets. As of the end of FY 2014, the total 
backlog stood at $1 1.5 billion; of this, $2.2 billion is attributable to the NPS' 
highest priority non-transportation assets. If fully funded, the levels requested in 
FY 2016 would restore all these highest priority non-transportation assets to good 
condition over ten years, and maintain them there through regular cyclic 
maintenance. 

Question 8: In your testimony you mentioned that federal land acquisition actually 
reduces the cost of managing federal lands. Can you explain how inholdings are 
identified for acquisition and the process for completing the purchase of the land? And, 
how specifically does acquisition of inholdings improve maintenance and land 
management on large tracts of federal lands? 

Response: Proposed Federal land acquisition projects are developed with the 
support of local landowners, elected officials, and community groups. Agencies 
routinely field far more interest from willing sellers than they are able to meet 
with available funding, and must prioritize which projects to include in the budget 
request each year based on criteria including project readiness, resource values to 
be protected, threat to the resource, and local support. Once funding is 
appropriated for a project, the agency works with Interior’s independent Office of 
Valuation Services to appraise the property, completes title work and 
environmental site assessments, and finally makes an offer to the landowner for 
the appraised fair market value. 


Acquisition of inholdings generally does not require additional operating costs as 
rarely are new staff or equipment required to manage new lands within existing 
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boundaries. Occasionally, agencies may incur up-front costs to remove existing 
improvements (fences, buildings, etc.) from an acquired property. When possible 
or practical, the agencies require the landowner to remove such improvements 
prior to transfer of title to avoid inheriting these costs. By removing unwanted 
structures on newly acquired land, agencies avoid adding to ongoing O&M 
requirerrients. 

Acquisition of inholdings can greatly simplify land management for federal 
managers and neighboring landowners. Eliminating checkerboard ownership 
within federal units simplifies nearly every aspect of land management. For 
example, wildland fire managers can apply appropriate fuels reduction, planned 
bums, and fire suppression treatments more easily and at less expense across an 
unfragmented landscape. Law enforcement and public safety personnel can more 
easily patrol and respond to emergencies when public ownership is consolidated, 
and recreation managers can more easily provide access for the public to enjoy 
their public lands. One additional major cost saving measure is eliminating 
potential trespasses from adjacent landowners which may be complicated and 
expensive to resolve. 

Question 9: In the hearing, there was a lot of discussion around the source of the 
maintenance backlog, and that somewhere around 50% of the maintenance backlog was 
due to roads and other transportation projects within park boundaries that should actually 
be paid for by the Department of Transportation rather than the federal land management 
agencies. Can you provide the breakdown for the National Park Service - how much of 
your maintenance backlog consists of transportation projects and how much consists of 
other work such as facilities repairs or trail maintenance? 

Response: As of the end of FY 2014, the NPS deferred maintenance backlog 
stood at $1 1 .5 billion: 

• $5.9 billion attributable to non-transportation assets, and 

• $5.6 billion due to transportation assets. 

Nearly half of the deferred maintenance backlog is in roads, bridges, and 
tunnels — ^all critical infrastructure, which historically receive support from 
funding provided in Transportation bills. 
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Questions from Senator Debbie Stabenow 

Question 10 : In your testimony, you stated that over the last five years, 99.25% of the 
lands acquired by the Department of the Interior were inholdings. You also described 
how the acquisition of inholdings helps to reduce maintenance costs within federal land 
units. 

With funding from the Land and Water Conservation Fund being used almost exclusively 
to acquire inholdings, and the role these acquisitions play in reducing maintenance, 
would you say that the LWCF is already helping to combat maintenance backlogs? 

Response: To the extent that the acquisition of inholdings reduces operating 
costs for federally managed lands, that acquisition frees up funding for other 
purposes, including addressing maintenance backlogs. 

Question 11 : Could you provide a few additional examples, beyond those in your 
written testimony, that demonstrate how acquiring inholdings reduces maintenance costs? 

Response: Examples of enhanced management resulting from land acquisition: 

St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) 

St. Vincent NWR is an island off the panhandle coast of Florida in Apalachicola 
Bay, off the Gulf of Mexico. Acquisition of the 5-acre tract on the mainland of 
Apalachicola Bay provides permanent deep water mooring with launch site, 
secure parking and equipment storage. Daily boat access for St. Vincent NWR 
staff is required 24/7 for all island management activities, such as sea turtle nest 
monitoring and protection, habitat management, prescribed burning, hunting and 
fishing management and protection, and response to visitor emergencies. As the 
refuge is only accessible by water, the site reduces staff travel time from the 
refuge office to transfer supplies and heavy equipment. The acquisition of the site 
also eliminates the annual $12,000 lease payment for the prior site and provides 
significant savings in fuel for vehicles. 

Prior to the acquisition of the deep water mooring and launch site, the FWS 
conducted a critical review and analysis of deep water mooring and access options 
in the general vicinity of the refuge. Only two or three options were possible, 
with the acquisition of the acquired site being the most cost effective and safest 
for staff. The other sites involved longer nautical travel distances at nine miles, 
were more costly as public boat launch sites, and did not offer the security needed 
for refuge equipment. 

San Joaquin NWR, CA 

In 2006, the FWS acquired a 371-acre tract at San Joaquin NWR, including 
riparian water rights. Along with other acreage acquired within the Refuge, 2,700 
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acres have been restored to riparian woodland habitat. After three years, 
irrigations for the riparian restoration ceased. The land acquired was cropland 
that used approximately 24,000 acre-feet of water every year. With the land 
restored to riparian woodland habitat, the 24,000 acre-feet of water is not used for 
irrigation on the Refuge; the water stays in the San Joaquin River and benefits in- 
stream flow, aquatic species, and downstream users. The use of riparian water 
rights via lift pump on the Stanislaus River has saved the refuge approximately 
$140,000 in the past seven years ($20,000 annually). Previously, water was 
acquired by paying for expensive pumped well water. With the riparian forest 
rehabilitation within the Refuge, the riparian brush rabbit population has returned 
from the brink of extinction due to habitat loss and degradation. 
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Questions from Senator Jeff Flake 

Question 12 : Part of the cost of acquiring new Federal land should be mitigating the loss 
of a vibrant tax base for local governments. In FY2002, PILT payments were made from 
the LWCF and in the Department of Interior Budget hearing in this committee two 
months ago Secretary Jewell suggested that a portion of the funding stream currently 
dedicated to LWCF could be dedicated to PILT. Would you elaborate on the Secretary’s 
suggestion that LWCF funding streams could be used to meet PILT obligations? 

Response: The Administration has requested reauthorization of and funding for 
PILT consistently, including in the FY16 budget. The 2016 budget proposes to 
extend PILT permanent funding for one additional year, while a sustainable long- 
term funding solution is developed for the program. The proposal assumes 
extension of the PILT payment formula, which is based on a number of factors, 
including the amount of Federal land within an eligible unit of local government, 
its population, and certain other Federal payments the local government may 
receive. The cost of a one-year extension is estimated to be $452 million in 2016. 

The Administration would support a package that reauthorizes both LWCF and 
PILT, but does not support paying for PILT out of LWCF. Providing PILT 
payments in this manner would not be consistent with the intent of LWCF: 
balancing the permanent depletion of one federal resource with the permanent 
protection of lands and waters, another non-renewable resource. 

Question 13 : In your written testimony you express the amount of inholdings that were 
purchased by the DOI over the past five years as a percentage of the total amount of land 
purchased by the DOI during that time. In your response to questions on this subject 
during the hearing you referred to “edgeholdings.” Please define the term “edgeholding” 
and provide, by state and by agency (BLM, NPS, and FWS), the amount of land acquired 
over the past 10 years under LCWF authorities which were completely surrounded by 
Federal land and which were on the boundaries of Federal land. Please compare these 
amounts to those LWCF acquisitions by the Forest Service over the same time period. 

Response: In the past five years, 99.25% of the lands acquired by the 
Department of the Interior were inholdings of existing conservation units. The 
acquisition of inholdings can reduce maintenance and manpower costs by 
reducing boundary conflicts, simplifying resource management activities, and 
easing access to and through public lands. This focus maximizes management 
efficiencies for the agencies and, in many cases, reduces costs. 

Since 2011, Congress has appropriated funding for four projects where 
acquisitions did not lie completely within the boundary of an existing 
conservation unit at the time of the appropriation, but were adjacent to or bisected 
by the botmdary (“edgeholdings”). In all instances, acquisitions using LWCF 
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funding were authorized by the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, and 
include the following: 

1. In FY20 11, Congress appropriated $640, 000 to NFS to purchase an 18.23 
acre tract on the boundary of Catoctin Mountain Park in Maryland. Upon 
receipt of the appropriation, NFS completed a minor boundary adjustment. 
The tract was thereby included within the boundary at the time of 
purchase. 

2. In FY20I5, Congress appropriated $982,000 to BLM to acquire 
approximately 1,900 acres adjacent to San Sebastian Marsh/San Felipe 
Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) in California. The 
acquisitions funded in FY2015 help reduce the ownership checkerboard 
and support improved land management of this sensitive landscape and 
recreational access. San Sebastian Marsh is open to hiking and is a popular 
area for nature study. 

3. In FY2015, Congress appropriated $1.2 million to BLM to acquire 
approximately 440 acres at Canyons of the Ancients National Monument 
in Colorado. Funds were appropriated to protect two properties straddling 
the boundary that were facing immediate threats from rural residential 
development, vandalism, and degrading land use practices. 

4. In FY2013, Congress appropriated $4.5 million to BLM to acquire 
approximately 366 acres at the California Coastal National Monument. 
The unique oceanfront edgeholding was offered by a highly motivated 
willing seller, at a time when coastal properties in California face 
immediate threat from commercial and rural residential development. 
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Questions from Senator Rob Portman 

Question 14 : I am a very strong supporter of LWCF, and as you know I also am 
strongly committed to addressing the critical unmet maintenance needs in our national 
parks and other public lands. Clearly, we need LWCF to secure the inholdings and other 
lands that make our parks the important resources they are for the American people. At 
the same time and for simitar reasons, we absolutely need to address the Park Service 
maintenance backlog as we head toward the Centennial of the National Parks, which I am 
working to do. 

Regarding LWCF, I have seen the critical importance of strategic acquisitions of key 
properties and conservation easements in my own state at Cuyahoga Valley National 
Park, which is among the top most visited urban National Parks in the entire country, 
where lands secured by the Park Service at the Blossom Music Center, the old Cleveland 
Cavaliers coliseum site, and elsewhere were essential to maintaining the character of the 
Park and now provide well-used recreation opportunities. And we are seeing it too at 
Dayton Aviation Heritage National Historic Park, which already includes some of the 
most pivotal sites needed to tell the story of the birth of aviation, such as the Wright 
brothers’ famous bike shop, but which has yet to protect other features including the 
actual Wright Company factory buildings where they built the world’s first airplanes. 

These places are important to our communities not only for their recreational, scenic, and 
historic value, but also for their economic value as well. With 2.2 million visitors each 
year, Cuyahoga Valley is a major component of Ohio’s recreation economy, which the 
Outdoor Industry Association affirms is responsible for $17.4 billion in consumer 
spending in my state and supports 196K direct Ohio jobs. Similarly, Dayton Aviation 
does more than fire up the imagination of visitors from around the world — it also is 
bringing tourist dollars to Dayton and serving as the focal point for an Aviation and 
Aerospace Iimovation District, with deep local government and nonprofit engagement, 
that could play a vital role in the city’s future. The beautiful landscape at Cuyahoga and 
the irreplaceable factory buildings at Dayton are the infrastructure for these economic 
engines, and investments through LWCF have been and will continue to be crucial to that 
infrastructure. 

Meanwhile, these and other parks face another infrastructure crisis, with roads and 
facilities in desperate need of repair and rehab. It’s really two sides of the coin: to do 
right by visitors to our parks and the communities that depend on them, we need to fix 
what’s broken in our parks and secure the inholdings that are essential to the natural or 
historic reasons people visit in the first place. 

Mr. Connor, can you comment on the connection between maintenance and acquisition 
needs in the Parks, and how your Department plans to address both, as I believe we must? 
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Response; We agree we must do both; address the most urgent needs for 
recreation, species and habitat conservation, and the preservation of landscapes 
and historic and cultural resources while we address the deferred maintenance 
backlog. 

The LWCF protects, with land acquisition, conservation and recreation resources 
for the benefit of the American public - from national parks, forests, and wildlife 
refuges to local playgrounds and historic areas. But the LWCF is not a substitute 
for adequate annual appropriations to support the operations of the federal land 
management agencies, including their operations and maintenance requirements. 
The FY 2016 budget request includes a significant commitment to address the 
deferred maintenance backlog and requests additional cyclic maintenance to keep 
the repaired assets in good condition. 


Question 15 : Can you please describe for me the Bureau of Land Management’s role in 
permitting conventional and unconventional oil and natural gas production in Ohio’s, 
Wayne National Forest prior to issuance of the agency’s new fracking rule. How will 
BLM’s role change now that the fracking rule is final? 

Response: The BLM manages only the federal mineral estate on the Wayne 
National Forest. The overall ownership of mineral estate on the Wayne National 
Forest is highly complex. More than half of the mineral estate on the Wayne 
National Forest is privately owned, which means the oil and gas regulations of the 
State of Ohio apply to those minerals and the BLM has no role in the permitting 
and regulation of those wells. The new hydraulic fracturing rule would not apply 
to private mineral estate. 

As for the remaining mineral estate, that which is federally-managed, federal rules 
and regulations currently, and would continue to, apply. These federal rules and 
regulations would include the new hydraulic fracturing rule after the effective 
date. 
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Questions from Senator John Barrasso 

Question 16 : Mr. Connor, Secretary Jewell often talks about the importance of taking a 
landscape-scale approach to ecosystem health and watersheds. In your testimony you 
also talked about the importance of being able to acquire private inholdings within 
exterior federal land boundaries. 

Do you believe the over 18 million acres of state parks and forests, recreation sites, and 
natural areas should be treated as an integral part of the overall landscape? Should states 
have the resources to address the needs of their parks and forests and to acquire private 
inholdings from willing sellers within the exterior boundaries of state parks and forests? 

Response: State parks and forests, recreation sites, and natural areas should be 
treated as an integral part of the overall landscape; but we cannot comment on 
how the States spend their resources. Through the LWCF, the Administration 
provides States with funding for parks and recreation facilities through grants that 
require a fifty percent match. In order to apply for the grants, the State must have 
a statewide recreation plan and must maintain the assisted area or facility. 
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Question from Senator A1 Franken 

Question 17 : Conservation investments play an important role in improving public 
access to federal lands for recreational purposes, such as hunting and fishing. But 
conservation is also essential for maintaining the natural system, and for helping to 
mitigate the impacts of climate change. For example, the Northwoods of Minnesota help 
to reduce the impacts of climate change by capturing and storing a significant amount of 
carbon, while protecting the water quality of some of our nation's greatest rivers and 
lakes. When choosing which land acquisition projects to prioritize for conservation, do 
the four land management agencies consider the potential for carbon capture and climate 
change mitigation? 

Response: The Administration has identified land conservation as an important 
tool for climate change mitigation, and using land conservation to increase carbon 
storage is part of the President’s Climate Action Plan, which notes that 
“conservation and sustainable management can help to ensure our forests continue 
to remove carbon from the atmosphere while also improving soil and water 
quality, reducing wildfire risk, and otherwise managing forests to be more 
resilient in the fact of climate change.” 


Developing a greater understanding of climate change vulnerability and biological 
carbon sequestration is of increasing importance for Interior agencies. In the 
FY16 President’s Budget Request, FWS requested an increase of $500,000 to 
support the development of decision support tools for land managers and other 
users: “The Service recognizes the importance of considering carbon 
sequestration values in the protection and management of its lands, and is 
continually looking for data and tools to assist its land acquisition, management, 
and restoration practices. The US Geological Survey Biologic Carbon 
Sequestration Assessment (LandCarbon Project) has identified lands with high 
carbon sequestration capacity and the potential for future climate change, wildfire, 
land use change, and land management activities to modify that capacity. Using 
LandCarbon data products and maps, the Service will develop and test tools and 
guidelines that can be used to identify the lands with the greatest current or 
potential carbon stocks and/or sequestration values for projects supporting: (1) 
restoration and acquisition activities in the National Wildlife Refuge System, such 
as the Neal Smith National Wildlife Refuge and other lands in Iowa, and (2) 
ecological restorations associated with Natural Resource Damage Assessment 
settlements and with restoration work conducted through Habitat Conservation 
programs. These tools and guidelines will help the Service choose the highest- 
priority lands for conservation or restoration by including biological carbon 
sequestration in the suite of factors used for conservation priority-setting.” 
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Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono 
Question 18 : Fate of Landscape Proposals 

The FY 2016 President’s Budget request includes a substantial amount of LWCF funding 
for the Island Forests at Risk Collaborative Landscape Proposal. Portions of this 
landscape proposal, which seeks to purchase lands in Hawaii, are the number one priority 
in both the National Park Service’s and US Fish and Wildlife Service’s land acquisition 
budgets. These agencies have identified acquisition needs at Hawaii Volcanoes National 
Park and Hakalau Forest National Wildlife Refuge totaling 45,760 acres and $38 million. 

If LWCF were fully funded at $900 million these projects could be completed. Based on 
historic funding levels, however, it is likely that Congress will appropriate much less, 
leaving a considerable number of unfunded federal needs in my state and across the 
country. Can you speak on the importance of having a dedicated and fully funded Land 
and Water Conservation Fund to address these needs now and in the future? 

Response: Over its 50-year history, the LWCF has protected conservation and 
recreation lands in every State and supported tens of thousands of State and local 
projects. The authority for LWCF expires on September 30, 2015, at which time 
revenues will cease to be deposited in the LWCF unless Congress reauthorizes the 
program. 

The President’s FY2016 budget includes a request to permanently authorize 
annual funding from the LWCF, without further appropriation or fiscal year 
limitation. This proposal, if enacted, would provide $900 million annually in 
permanent funds starting in 2017, and would ensure that agencies and partners 
will be able to engage in multi-year planning required for large-scale conservation 
and effective collaboration with local communities, such as the projects you note 
in Hawaii. Enactment of the Administration’s FY201 6 LWCF request would 
support broad collaboration around locally driven priorities and provide more 
efficient and coordinated ways of investing in, restoring, and managing the 
country’s natural and cultural resources. 


Question 19 : National Park Service Funding 

It is my understanding that out of the government’s entire budget, the National Park 
Service has recently received roughly one-fifteenth of one percent of that budget. That is 
0.0007% of the entire federal budget to pay 22,000 individuals to protect and maintain 84 
million acres and provide a pleasant experience for almost 300 million visitors each year. 


Given the small budget that the Park Service has to work with, they have an estimated 
maintenance backlog of around $1 1.5 billion. Can you comment on how much land 
acquisitions funded by the LWCF have contributed to this maintenance backlog? What 
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would the maintenance backlog look like if Congress were to adequately fimd the 
National Park Service and address critical transportation legislation? 

Response: The United States has a significant investment in federal lands within 
National Park System boundaries that has accrued over time. These lands need to 
continue to be protected and preserved in order to maintain the current 
investment. Acquiring inholdings from willing sellers helps maintain the integrity 
of the lands where there is already a federal investment and protects them from 
harms that would result from incompatible uses on adjacent lands. 

The majority of land acquired within NPS boundaries is unimproved, with no 
improvements planned. In those cases, no increase in the maintenance backlog is 
associated with the acquisition. In some instances, land acquisition will require 
future maintenance for portions of trails to increase public access, for upkeep of 
historic structures, or for eradication of invasive species. These instances are 
relatively rare. In the FY2016 NPS request, only 1 1 of the 40 line-item land 
acquisition requests anticipate outyear costs for operations tind maintenance of the 
lands, while 9 project savings and 20 are neutral. 

Question 20 : State Involvement 

One of the arguments used in support of reforming the LWCF is that state agencies and 
local stakeholders are best at identifying what local constituents want and need for 
outdoor recreation and that more LWCF funds should be allocated to the Stateside Grant 
Program. 

Can you speak a little bit on the number and variety of partners involved in planning and 
development of LWCF proposals? Are there instances when state agencies have not 
played a significant role in working with the federal agencies to identify and prioritize 
projects? 

Response: Over its 50-year history, the LWCF has protected conservation and 
recreation lands in every State and supported tens of thousands of State and local 
projects. The President’s FY20 16 budget includes funding for Collaborative 
Landscape Projects, which are developed cooperatively with local communities to 
address specific conservation priorities identified through a collaborative process 
conducted by land management agencies. The Administration’s FY2016 LWCF 
request would support broad collaboration around locally driven priorities and 
provide more efficient and coordinated ways of investing in, restoring, and 
managing the country’s natural and cultural resources. 

The Administration’s Budget has consistently proposed ~ and Congress has 
consistently provided ~ a balance among federal and state conservation under 
LWCF. Over the last 10 years, state grants have averaged well over 40% of total 
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LWCF appropriations, and the President’s FY2016 discretionary budget 
maintains that exact same balance. 

The projects fimded through those various state grant programs all have been 
requested by the states, on their own behalf or on behalf of localities. LWCF 
Stateside assistance is community- and state-driven, and so are DOFs 
Cooperative Endangered Species grants and USDA’s Forest Legacy Program. 
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•Highlands Conservaiicm is a matching grant program and acreage is not prpiecied in advance. 

••Yukon Flats NWR S4954)00 apiHopriaied for EIS. 

•••Grant administrative expenses for Highlands Conservation. 

••••SB McKinney funds repro^ammed to UmbagogNWR in FY 3012. Tract was acquired with Atlantic Coast Joint Venture Grant funds; noodiertiBcts weresvaiteble. At UmbagogNWR, 
l,9S0 acres were acquired with the repro^mmed funds. 


CtUstn«t»rkin\D<»«>liMds\DCM I 


I itim 201 5 rrucTcd by project ivorkiog file (2> 


159 


National Park Service 

NPS LWCF ACQUISITION TOTAL 
Acquisition Administration 
Emergency/HaRiships 
InJioIdings/Exctiangcs 
American Battlefietd Grants 
Line-Item Projects 
Recreaiional Access 
Cancellaijonof Pnor<Year Balances 

Line-Item Projects 

Alaska Region 

WrangeD-St. Elias National Park and Preserve 
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Federal LWCF 

Bureau DeuUs 

(SMW’s) 


Civil War Sesquiceniennial Units 
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Guilford Courthouse National Military Parle 
Appalachian National Scenic Trail 
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El Malpais National Monument 
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U.S. Senate Committee on Ener^ and Natural Resources 
April 22, 2015 Hearing: The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Questions for the Record Submitted to Mr. Lewis Ledford 


Questions from Chairman Lisa Murkowski 

Question 1 : What are the benefits or advantages of giving L WCF funds to states 
compared to the federal government? 

For the state and local governments, this matching grant program is the only 
specific federal grant program for outdoor recreation. I emphasize matching 
grant program. As a minimum, every dollar to the State Atssistance Program has 
been matched at least on a i:i basis. Many project have been overmatched. 

State and local officials are best suited to determine the needs for their respective 
communities. States select high priority state and local projects using criteria 
from their Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans, or SCORPs, as 
required in the LWCF Act. The SCORP’s are one of the many ways to assure that 
local stakeholders, including the public, help shape the recreation landscape 
within the state assistance program of the LWCF. Statewide plans along with the 
states’ ability to access local decision makers like Governors, County 
Commissioners, City Managers and local park and recreation professionals, and 
most importantly the users (soccer moms, skate boarders and friends groups) are 
crucial to ensuring that the needs of each state and local community are met. 

In 1965 the US population was 194 million. The US Census agency projects the 
population to reach 321 million this year. State and local outdoor recreation 
opportunities must grow to keep pace with a growing population and shifting 
demographics. It is a benefit we respectfully request that Congress provide. It 
truly must begin now, if we are to provide this important benefit in the future. 

Question 2 : How often and in what ways do state projects involve partnerships to help 
leverage resources and build community support? 

Virtually all of the state assistance program projects leverage resources and build 
lasting partnerships. Obviously there is the r:i match requirement. But it is 
typically much more. Here are a few examples recently highlighted in A Smart 
Investment for America’s Economy, LWCF by the City Parks Alliance: 

1. Sugar House Park. Salt Lake City. UT Set in the Sugar House neighborhood 
of Salt Lake City, Sugar House Park is a gem that attracts residents from 
around the city for events, sledding, sports, gardens and an extensive trail 
network. Multiple LWCF grants have supported a renovation of the park 
and trail connections to nearby Sugar House Business District, Parley’s Rail 
to Trail and the Jordan River Trail. These new connections have increased 
biking and pedestrian access to the business district and contributed to over 
$200 million in new housing, retail and commercial development. Source: Salt 

Lake City, Parks and Public Lands, data provided by staff, November, 2034. 
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2, Reedy River Falls Park and Liberty Bridge. Greenville, SC In 2004. 

Greemdlle transformed its downtown byrestoring Reedy River Falls Park, 
originally protected by LWCF, and building Liberty Bridge. The pedestrian 
bridge is the capstone of a park that has inspired a wave of prosperity 
throughout the West End, including construction of a minor league baseball 
park. “Greenville never had an iconic image; the bridge and waterfalls 
became that. We spent $13 million on the park and within two years had 
about $100 million in private investment. LWCF’s initial investment led to 
permanent protection of the site and the support that has since flowed into 
the park and surrounding area.” — Greenville Mayor Knox 'Wfliite Source; 

Connor, E, Liberty Bridge: Half Century in the Making, Greenville News, Oct. 2014. 

3. Confluence Park on the South Platte River, Denver. CO LWCF’s $1.2 million 
in grants for the South Platte River in Denver galvanized over $2.5 billion in 
local public and private funding, an investment that has revitalized Denver’s 
downtown and continues to drive economic development and job creation. 
Leveraging two thousand dollars in local public and private funding for every 
federal dollar spent is a smart national investment, source: Hamik, p., From 

Fitness Zones to the Medical Mile: How Urban Park Systems Can Best Promote Health and Wellness, 
Trust for Public Land, 2011, 32. 


4. Indian Bend Wash. Scottsdale. AZ Eight LWCF grants over the past 40 years 
have enabled the creation of the Indian Bend Wash, an oasis of parks, lakes, 
paths and golf courses traversing 11 miles through the heart of Scottsdale. 
Developed initially as an alternative to cement culverts, the greenbelt has 
successfully protected the city, including a 65 square mile drainage area, 
from flood damage during many record-setting rainfalls. This world-renown 
flood control project is rated among the top urban green spaces in Arizona. 

Source: A Smart Investment for America’s Economy - The Land and Water Conservation Fund, City 
Parks Alliance, 2015 


5. Philadelphia. PA Philadelphia’s 10,334 acre park system, developed in part 
with $12 million in LWCF funds, is saving the city $6 million PER YEAR in 
stormwater management costs.(i) As part of its Green City, Clean Waters 
initiative, over the next 25 years Philadelphia will be investing $2 billion in 
parks and green infrastructure to capture 85% of the city’s stormwater, 
saiing the city $16 billion that would otherwise be spent on underground 
pipes and tunnels. (2) LWCF grants can match these water utility 
investments to ensure that stormwater management investments are 
simultaneously creating outdoor recreation opportunities. Sources: 1. Hamik, p., 

Measuring the Economic Value of a City Park System, Tmst for fUblic Land, 2009, 12., 2. Featherstone 
et al. Creating a Sustainable CilyT Philadelphia’s Green City CTean Waters Program, 47th ISOCARP 
Congress, 2011, 1, 10. 
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Question 3 : In your view, why should Congress amend the LWCF Act to include a 
specific stateside allocation? 

State agencies are strategically positioned to ensure good planning, budgeting 
and accountability for LWCF state assistance projects because we are immersed 
within our states and local communities. In general, state governments are in 
tune with the pulse and feelings of the population and must assume leadership 
roles in outdoor recreation. Restoring the state share consistent with the original 
intent of the legislation would mean of course millions more spent on close to 
home recreation on the priority projects determined by state agencies, in a 
transparent process, who know best what local constituents want and need in 
terms of outdoor recreation. It is estimated that dedicating 6o% of funds to the 
state assistance program would more than triple the funds available to local 
communities under the status quo. Ensuring state-controlled planning 
(SCORP) that includes mandated federal agency participation is critical moving 
forward. Providing flexibility to State Liaison Officers for LWCF stateside funds 
to include renovation, restoration & stewardship of lands for outdoor recreation 
is an important component of the act. 

It is important that we clarify exactly what are state grants, consistent with the 
language and original purposes of the LWCF, and what we define as the 
“Stateside” component of the LWCF. We prefer to be clear in stating our interest 
in the LWCF is specifically with the State Assistance Program - formula grants to 
the States for local conservation and active recreation. The State Assistance 
Program is one of the original core tenants and priorities of the program from 
when the LWCF was created in 1964. Further, the original Act designated that the 
distribution of annual funding for the LWCF be allocated as follows: 

SEC. 4. (a) ALLOCATION.— There shall ... (i) the appropriation therein 
made shall be available in the ratio of 60 per centum for State purposes 
and 40 per centum for Federal purposes... Source: 
vwv.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-78/pdf/STATUTE-78-Pg897.pdf 


Question 4 : Mr. Connor claimed that some of the “other programs, ” such as Forest 
Legacy, benefit states and that appropriations from the LWCF have historically been 
balanced between state and federal pnirposes. Do you agree? Do the “other programs” 
serve the same purposes as the State Assistance Program? 


They do not serve the same purposes. The loosely defined “related purposes” or 
new programs were first considered in 1997. While serving worthwhile goals. 
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these additional accounts are NOT what we determine to be “State purposes” as 
intended under the original Act. 

For example, the “related purposes” which the Administration is attempting to 
include under the “Stateside” umbrella, are NOT subject to the same conditions 
placed upon the State Assistance Program. These “related” programs: 

• Are NOT incorporated, or even considered, under the LWCF 
mandated “Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan” 
(SCORP) which defines priorities and the manner which states 
intend to utilize their State Assistance funding over what is typically 
a five-year period. The SCORP is supposed to be used, in tandem 
with an “open selection process” when making decisions on all state 
uses of the grant funding. 

• Being outside of the SCORP process, these programs are not 
managed with the direct assistance of the State Outdoor Recreation 
Liaison Officer - a governor-appointed position required under the 
State Assistance Program. 

• These programs are identified as “voluntary” and “highly 
competitive” indicating that states cannot depend on receiving 
funding in a given year for these purposes and that major decisions 
with regard to where the funding ends up are being made in 
Washington, DC. 

• Projects funded under these “related purposes” are not subject to 
the same financial threshold of the dollar-for-dollar match that is 
required of all projects funded through the State Assistance 
Program. 

• Finally, these “related purposes” include programs which are not 
under the management or responsibility of the Department of the 
Interior, but which, over time, have utilized over $650 million in 
direct LWCF support. I refer you to the chart provided on page 5 of 
my written testimony. 

While we recognize the considerable competing priorities, and acknowledge the 
worthwhile purposes these programs were created to address, any honest review 
will confirm that they are NOT the same, in manner or purpose, as the “State 
purposes” laid out in the original Act. Therefore, claiming, “40% (of existing 
LWCF support) is going to the stateside,” of the program is misleading, at best. 


4 


167 


U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
April 22, 2015 Hearing: The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Questions for the Record Submitted to Mr. Lewis Ledford 


Questions from Senator John Barrasso 

Question 1 : Mr. Ledford, you heard my question to Mr. Connor about what is a fair and 
equitable percentage for the slates the Administration would .support as part of 
re authorization. You also heard his answer. He did not give what he felt was a fair 
percentage, but did claim states were getting 40%, not 12% as you have stated. What is 
your response to the Administration 's claim? 

We strongly affirm our original statement. By way of illustration, note the 
comments in the answer provided regarding the Administration’s FY2016 Budget 
request. It includes a total of $400 million in discretionary funding for the LWCF 
with the $50 million (12.5%) allocated to the State Assistance Program 
continuing the pattern of falling well short of a fair and equitable percentage 
being made available for state and local outdoor recreation. We note that it would 
take $160 million of overall LWCF appropriations to the State Assistance 
Program to achieve the 40% threshold - the minimum percentage of annual 
appropriations the law currently requires be made available for federal land 
acquisition (“Federal purposes” under the original Act). 

In the enabling legislation, the “State purposes” designated under the Act was the 
State Assistance Program. As I explained in the written testimony, through 
legislative changes and diversions, the State Assistance portion of the fund has 
been effectively squeezed to the point of being no more than 1296 to 1396 of total 
LWCF appropriations since 1998. 

As provided in a response to a similar question (#4) from Chairman Murkowski, 
the loosely defined “related purposes” or new programs were first given 
consideration in 1997. While they may serve worthwhile goals, these additional 
accounts are NOT what would readily be determined to be “State purposes” as 
intended under the original Act. 

Funds used for related purposes have gone towards the following: 

• BLM: Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), Maintenance 

• FS: Forest Legacy, road rehabilitation and maintenance. State and Private 
Forestry Programs 

• FV\^S: State and Tribal Wildlife Grants, Cooperative Endangered Species 
Conservation Fund, North American Wetlands Conservation Act Fund, 
Deferred Maintenance, Landowner Incentive Program, Private 
Stewardship Grants 

• NPS: Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program (UPARR), Historic 
Preservation Fund, Elwha Ecosystem Restoration, Deferred Maintenance 


Some funds have also gone to USGS and Bureau of Indian Affairs for non- 
acquisition purposes. The total amount that has gone towards other purposes is 
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approximately $2.1 billion. Funds were appropriated for other purposes in 
FY1998, FY2000, and every year since. 


Question 2 : Mr. Ledford, you spoke about the importance role LWCL' projects play to 
increase health and wellness and economic prosperity in low income areas. Would you 
give the committee some state specific examples? What it would mean for individuals in 
low income communities physically, mentally, and financially ifLWCFwas returned to 
the original intent of the law and more state projects were accomplished? 


Coincidentally today as I draft these responses, I met with a personal physician. 
As we spoke about what constitutes healthy lifestyles for both America’s youth 
and population in general, his unsolicited comment, was that “movement” as a 
whole is the most important factor in maintaining good health. 

It is well established that physical activity helps prevent obesity and related 
medical problems, and there is mounting evidence that providing close-to-home 
places to exercise— parks, primarily— can improve health. People who live close to 
parks that are easy to get to and well-maintained are more likely to use them; 
conversely, people who live far from parks are apt to use them less.' 

Participating in outdoor recreation, starting at a young age with close-to-home 
accessible activities, leads to greater participation in a wider variety of outdoor 
activities throughout life. The most popular of these “gateway” activities are 
walking, running, bicycling, fishing and hiking, which can all be pursued in local 
urban parks and trails.^ 

Half of all Americans get less than the minimum recommended amount of 
physical activity. Of the half of Americans who participate in outdoor recreation, 
over 70% say their primary motivation is to get exercise, vet one in ten 
Americans, from teens to seniors, sav they are not active outside because the 

places to recreate are too far away . Children, in particular, suffer from a lack of 
access to close-to-home recreation, which has led in part to the highest rates of 
childhood obesity in the world. ^ 

The United States is the most overweight nation in the world. An obese American 
racks up nearly Si.jsoo more per year in health care costs than an American of 

normal weight, for a national total of S 147 billion in direct medical expenses .** 

The vitality of our nation depends on the vitality of our people. LWCF is a smart 
investment for keeping Americans active, an investment that will save lives, save 
costs and contribute to creating a strong, secure and healthy America. 

The CDC’s report, America Walk, brings the importance of walking to center 
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stage. This report on walking prowdes an opportunity for states, communities, 
and partners to mobilize around the importance of environmental and 
programmatic supports for walking and the many health benefits of an active 
lifestyle. To this end, the CPC calls everyone to be mindful of and to take action 
on this key message: “Better spaces and more places for walking can get people 

more active.” 

The Community Guide for Preventive Services also provides three recommended 
strategies to support walking: 

1. Creating, or enhancing access, to places for physical activity combined with 
informational outreach such as walking trails and paths and joint use 
agreements; 

2. Street-scale urban design and land-use policies such as lighting and safe street 
design; and 

3. Community-scale urban design land use policies such as pedestrian and 
recreational master plans and development of mixed used communities. 


There is extensive research that shows that living near a park makes a difference 
in these neighborhoods. 

Pyschological Science 

http://pss.sagepub.com/content/early/20i3/o4/23/o9567976i2464659,abstra.ct 
. This article and study shows that living near a park — an urban park with green 
space, one that is nature-filled and bird-filled — can make a difference in 
lowering mental distress and raising a feeling of well-being or life-satisfaction. 
These were the conclusions of a recent study in Psychological Science, results 
released by a team of four researchers out of the Universities of Plymouth and 
Exeter in the UK. 

Not only did these researchers conclude that people are happier when li\'ing in 
urban areas with greater amounts of green space, they measured a “life 
satisfaction boost” generally equivalent to one-fifth to one-quarter of the increase 
associated with finding a job or being married. The increase in life satisfaction 
that accompanied nearby green space “was equivalent to 28% of the effect of 
being married rather than unmarried and 21% of being employed rather than 
unemployed.” 

In another recent study published in the International Journal of Health 
Geographies, it showed that pre-school kids who live in greener neighborhoods 
are more likely to play outside. The study by Diana S Grigsby-Toussaint, Sang- 
Hyun Chi and Barbara H. Fiese (PDF) showed that:: 

“... [EJxposure to greener neighborhoods encourages children to spend more 
time outdoors where they may reap both physiological and cognitive benefits. 
Conversely, children with the lowest levels of neighborhood greenness were 
least likely to spend time playing outdoors, engaging in active or quiet play 
(rainy day kids).” 
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In addition to their own research, the authors point to examples including 
“initiatives using landscape architecture to create green elementary school 
grounds in Canada, which found a 70% increase in light and moderate physical 
activity among children.” 

Those of us lucky enough to grow up with backyards and trees get this, and a 
growing body of research shows why it’s especially important: children who 
play outside are heglthier, more creative in their play and more 
likely (PDF) to have positive attitudes toward nature (and environmentally 
conscious behavior) when they grow up. Plus, all those “physiological and 
cognitive benefits.” 

In an issue of Science Dailey newsletter, an Oregon research project is 
presented that indicates, “One way to help address the epidemic of obesity in the 
United States is improve access to pleasant hiking trails and ambitious parks 
and recreation programs..” This study cites one example in West Virginia where 
a community with high obesity rates and limited access to recreation facilities 
noted that 25% of people using a new trail had previously been sedentary. They 
conclude the article by stating that “state and local policy makers who are dealing 
with competing budgetary demands become more informed about the health 

benefits of outdoor recreational opportunities and consider them in their 

allocations of scarce resources. Science Daily f Jan, ir. 2010 ) 

I will conclude the response to this question by sharing that personally my 
growing up in western North Carolina, and having ready access to the outdoors, 
including the Great Smoky Mountains National Park, Pisgah National Forest and 
the Blue Ridge Parkway made it simple for me to get outdoors. Unfortunately for 
many urban youth today in particular, getting to a national park is virtually a 
once a year vacation, if even that frequent. The stateside assistance program of 
LWCF provides the opportunity for close to home, quality outdoor recreation. 


1. Harnik, P., From Fitness Zones to the Medical Mile: How Urban Park Syste?ns Can Best Promote Health and 

Wellness, Trust for Public 201 1, 1. 

2. Outdoor Foundation, Outdoor Participation Report, 2013, 26. 

3. Outdoor Foundation, 2013, 29. 

4. Harnik, 2011, 5, 


Question 3 : Last week Domenic Bravo, Wyoming State Parks Administrator testified in 
the House that, “realigning spending with the original intent of the legislation would 
mean millions more spent close to home on priority projects determined by state actors 
who know best what local constituents want and need in terms of outdoor recreation. ” 

Mr. Ledford, in addition to supporting state parks and local projects such as pools, 
playgrounds, and trails, is it correct a State can also acquire land, using its Land and 
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Water Conservation Fund dollars if it chooses to do so? Could states use the funding to 
acquire private inholdings fi'om willing sellers within the exterior boundaries of state 
parks and forests? 

Yes. Dttring the time that I served as the state parks director in North Carolina it 
was not uncommon to acquire land for state parks, and to administer grants for 
land acquisition to local communities, that used the matching grants from the 
stateside assistance program from LWCF. Nationally, for the LWCF state 
assistance program, 77% of the funds have been used for 

development/construction projects to develop basic outdoor recreation facilities, 
the balance, 23%, supporting acquisition and of nearly 3 million acres for state 
and local parks in American. 

Yes. States can use the funding for acquisitions and interior holdings based on 
their approved state outdoor recreation plans. A key difference is that state and 
local acquisitions are made in an open environment with the knowledge of key 
elected officials; therefore typically most are not controversial. In North 
Carolina, for example, public notice is required prior to acquisitions being 
approved. 


Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy 

Questions : Canyon please share the primary sources of revenue to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF)? '[here are members of the committee, as well as some of 
you, who haw advocated for the LWCF to be reauthorized andfidly firnded. While I 
agree that the LWCF needs to be re-authorized, I believe we can derive revenues for the 
fund through increased access to our energy resources on the Outer Continental Shelf. 
Could or should an increase infimdtng to the LWCF come from fiiture OCS exploration 
and production as opposed to an appropriations increase that may require an offset? 

It is recognized that the waters off of Louisiana generates the overwhelming 
majority of the existing Outer Continental Shelf revenues. Wdiile there are some 
benefits, such as the jobs this creates, as I understand the question, you would 
like to see “new” OCS revenues used for LWCF? 

In essence, the National Association of State Park Directors recommends that 
Congress use the Outer Continental Shelf revenue for the intended purpose of 
“when taking/ utilizing/consuming one finite natural resource — to use the 
revenues from it to go back into conservation, recreation and environmental 
benefits.” If you want to do more, it is strongly recommended to formally 
establish a true trust fund for LtYCF, including the State Assistance Program. 
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The Outer Continental Shelf is presently generating over $6 billion in an 
“average” year. The most that has ever been allocated for the total LWCF 
program is $900 million, which is the administration’s recommendation for the 
current budget. We respectfully request that you advocate for Congress to 
dedicate a similar portion/percentage of those existing revenues to fund the 
program. 


Question from Senator Franken 

Question : The new Outdoor Recreation Legacy Partnership Program targets areas with 
low-income and minority populations and that are iindersen’ed by recreation 
opportunities. In your testimony, you commented that “NASPD andNRPA are committed 
to addressing the increasing urban needs that have arisen over the years. ” This urban 
initiative is a good idea that deser\>es more support. Would you agree that we need, to he 
putting more than S3 million toward the Outdoor Recreation Legacy Partnership 
Program if we are going to further enhance public access to outdoor recreation 
opportunities? 

There are communities and neighborhoods in cities across the country that lack 
places and opportunities for residents, especially youth, to play, recreate, or 
otherwise be active outdoors. In large part, LWCF as prescribed in the original 
enabling legislation, addressed many of these needs in communities across 
America. As funds for the Stateside Assistance Program diminished as a result of 
the 60% for stateside provision being eliminated, and more recently the diversion 
of funds for “related purpose,” the ability of the LWCF Stateside Assistance 
Program to address these needs has decreased. The primary advantage to 
utilizing the State Assistance Program would be an objective process to identify 
and prioritize the need through the required Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan (SCORP). Its development will ensure engagement by 
community leaders, user groups and organizations, et.al. 


Provided that there are funds for an Outdoor Recreation Legacy Partnership 
Program “in addition to” the core amount for the State Assistance formula for the 
grants to the states, there would be no objection. Our essential request is to hold 
the State Assistance harmless/no net loss from a fair and balanced allocation. It 
remains our request that the funds for the State xAssistance be a minimum of 
40%, or return to the original 60% allocation, one of the visionary provisions of 
LWCF. Should Congress desire to provide funding for urban parks in addition, 
that’s their prerogative and could provide added outdoor recreational 
opportunities. 
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We respectfully reiterate our request that Congress embaces this opportunity to 
update the LWCF to reflect 21®* Century needs and priorities and provide a fair 
and balanced allocation to the Stateside Assistance Program that resembles and 
honors the orginal intent of this visionary law. 

Respectfully submitted, 



May 15, 2015 


Lewis R. Ledford, Execmive Director 

National Association offetate Park Director 

P.O. Box 91567 

Raleigh, NC 27675 

(919) 218-9222 

lewis@naspd.org 
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Questions from Chairman Lisa Murkowski 

Question 1 : I appreciate that you state in your testimony that you want to retain program 
flexibility in the LWCF statute for Congress with respect to allocations between the state 
and federal sides, but the Act already specifies that at least 40 percent of the funds are to 
be spent on federal purposes. What do you mean by flexibility? Is it that you support 
flexibility in allocating the 60 percent not specifically dedicated to the federal side, or is it 
that you would support amending the Act to drop the allocation altogether? 

Answer : LWCF works precisely because of the flexibilities already in law, and because 
of the congressional role we have supported and will continue to support. Annual 
funding to the conservation programs now funded through LWCF - the federal side of 
the LWCF and the spectrum of state and local grants programs, including traditional state 
and local assistance grants, Forest Legacy, Section 6 grants. Battlefield program. 
Highlands, and the like - is decided by Congress through the appropriations process each 
year. Applying this approach, the Congress has been allocating LWCF funding evenly 
between federal and state needs. Looking back at the numbers for the last 1 0 years, 
almost precisely half of the funds go to state and local programs, with the other half 
going to federal inholdings and related purposes (please see the attached chart). That’s 
how the Congress has been using the flexibility I discussed, and the Congress should 
maintain that flexibility into the future. 

Question 2 : Another focus in reauthorizing LWCF has been on which, if any, purposes 
other than land acquisition and stateside grants should be funded through the LWCF. In 
your testimony, you seem to indicate support to channel LWCF funds to a broader array 
of purposes to protect federal lands than just land acquisitions. Other than those currently 
authorized, to what “other purposes” do you think LWCF funds could appropriately go? 

Answer : The Congress should continue the focus of LWCF on conservation and related 
outdoor recreational opportunities, as envisioned upon the establishment of the law. The 
funding is already authorized, without any limits, for operations and maintenance, for 
restoration, for science, and other needs. In particular, LWCF is the only fund dedicated 
to conservation investments, both fee and easement projects, that improve wildfire 
management and reduce risk, secure public water supplies, resolve inholdings and land- 
use conflicts, and support a $646B annual outdoor recreation economy. Those are the 
appropriate uses of LWCF. 

Expanding LWCF’s authorized purposes to cover other public land goals that already are 
authorized for funding wouldn’t make more dollars available for those non-conservation 
needs, but it would reduce the dollars available for needed conservation investments that 
significantly contribute to ongoing outdoor recreation access and help sustain lands and 
waters essential to the well-being of this nation’s communities. 
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I want to emphasize, as I said in my testimony, two points: 1) many LWCF projects 
actually contribute to enhanced efficiency of land management; and 2) these LWCF 
investments often contribute to basic community needs that include maintaining clean 
water and reducing flood and storm impacts. In some cases, failing to protect these 
natural resources simply shifts (and augments) the costs of securing clean water and 
reducing risks to communities. 

One good example is the Quabbin Reservoir in Massachusetts. The Quabbin was created 
by damming the three branches of the Swift River (and tributary of the Chicopee River, 
which in turn is a tributary to the CT River), and then piping the water through Lake 
Wachusett and then through more pipes to Boston, where it provides water for the city as 
well as 40 towns in the Greater Boston MSA. Because of land protection in the 
watershed by the state of Massachusetts, the water requires only minimal treatment, 
saving the state of Massachusetts millions of dollars. 

Given these considerations, we don’t believe there is a need to expand the purposes of 
LWCF, and, indeed, its current flexibility helps the Congress and agencies anticipate and 
respond to evolving opportunities and needs. 

Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy 

Questions : Can you please share the primary sources of revenue to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF)? There are members of the committee, as well as some of 
you, who have advocated for the LWCF to be reauthorized and fully funded. While I 
agree that the LWCF needs to be re-authorized, I believe we can derive revenues for the 
fund through increased access to our energy resources on the Outer Continental Shelf 
Could or should an increase in funding to the LWCF come from future OCS exploration 
and production as opposed to an appropriations increase that may require an offset? 

Answer : The link between LWCF and OCS is decades long and well established, not 
only in history but also in logic - investing proceeds from the use of certain natural 
resources in the protection of other natural assets. That linkage should continue. Annual 
OCS revenues are far in excess of the $900 million that have been authorized annually 
for LWCF, ranging (generally) from $6 billion to $18 billion or more. Moreover, the 
amount appropriated for LWCF is far lower than that $900 million authorized amount. 

To permanently fund LWCF, we need an offset for a program that already has a revenue 
stream. 

That said, any revenue-sharing program should ensure that a significant portion of any 
funds directed to states are used to address the cumulative ecological impacts of OCS 
development. Also, the legislation should include dedicated funding for the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to support all LWCF programs (including state and 
federal grant programs) to benefit the nation as a whole by addressing conservation and 
recreation needs nationwide. Dedicated funding for LWCF represents an important 
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investment in the nation’s significant natural places and the lands and waters that 
generate recreation opportunities, economic benefits, and community well-being using 
revenues derived from the extraction of the nation’s valuable natural resources. 

Question from Senator Debbie Stabenow 

Question : You testified that approximately half of the backlog on public lands is related 
to roads and suggested that Congress address this problem as part of the next surface 
transportation reauthorization bill. Are there specific policy changes within the surface 
transportation reauthorization bill that would help address the backlog, or is the solution 
simply a matter of providing adequate funding? 

Answer : We support Congress addressing the roads portion of the maintenance backlog 
in the next transportation bill. This issue is largely a matter of providing adequate 
funding to ensure that land management agencies have the resources to maintain these 
roads. Many of these roads are widely used, in some cases as basic public thoroughfares; 
other roads within the jurisdiction of the land managing agencies are critical to public 
access for the more titan 400 million annual visits to these lands and are also critical to 
sustaining management of these lands. These are all basic infrastructure needs and should 
be adequately funded as part of the nation’s overall transportation infrastructure 
investments. While ensuring funding is critical, we are looking more closely at specific 
policy changes and will follow up with you and the Committee in the coming month. 

Question from Senator Ron Wyden 

Question: During the hearing there was a lot of discussion around the economic benefits 
of public lands and the growing outdoor recreation economy. Public parks in urban areas 
have been shown to improve the health of community members with access to those 
parks, but can you discuss the benefits, both economic and social, of land acquisitions to 
create parks in lural areas? 

Answer : Hunting, fishing, camping, hiking, paddling and other outdoor recreation 
activities contribute a total of $646 billion annually to the economy and support 6.1 
million American jobs, according to the Outdoor Industry Foundation. This sector 
generates $39.9 billion annually in federal tax revenues, as well as $39.7 billion in annual 
state and local tax revenues. The Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation has found that, 
each year, 37.4 million Americans aged 16 and older hunt and fish, spending a total of 
$90 billion. The larger outdoor recreation, conservation, and historic preservation 
economy, con- tributes $1 .06 trillion annually and supports 9.4 million American jobs. 

Whether manufacturing, retail or service related, most of these jobs are sustainable 
resource-based or tourism-related jobs and cannot be exported. Looking forward, outdoor 
recreation has the potential to create an additional 100,000 to 200,000 U.S. jobs, again 
with magnified impacts in local and rural communities. Federal lands are keys to local 
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recreation and tourism industries, and visitors to these areas spend money on food, 
lodging, and equipment; for active outdoor recreation trips, $243 billion in retail sales 
created a $379 billion ripple effect for a total economic contribution of $622 billion. 

This ripple effect persists beyond services: for active outdoor recreation gear, $46 billion 
in retail sales created a $62 billion ripple effect for a total economic contribution of $108 
million. The outdoor industry is one of the healthiest sectors of our economy, even in 
difficult times. 

In 2010, 437 million recreational visits to Department of the Interior (DOI)-managed 
lands contributed over $44 billion in economic activity and supported more than 388,000 
jobs - many in rural areas. Use of water, timber, and other resources produced from 
Federal lands supported about 370,000 jobs and $48 billion in economic activity in 2010. 
The $214 million that DOI spent on land acquisition (and easements) in 2010 created an 
estimated $442 million in economic activity — more than doubling the return on 
investment — and generated about 3,000 jobs. 

Beyond recreation, economists have shown that higher-wage services industries are 
leading the West’s job growth and diversifying the economy into high-tech, health care, 
real estate, and finance and insurance industries. This growth coincides with a 
concentration of the land base in federal protected status such as national parks, 
monuments, wilderness, and other similar designations (in high-protection counties, jobs 
increased by 345% over the last 40 years, while low-protection counties increased 
employment by 83%). Entrepreneurs and talented workers are choosing to work where 
they can enjoy outdoor recreation and natural landscapes. Increasingly, chambers of 
commerce and economic development associations in every western state are using the 
region’s national parks, monuments, wilderness areas, and other public lands as a tool to 
lure companies to relocate. 

But even these figures understate the economic value of LWCF investments. As 1 noted 
in my testimony, these investments often help secure clean drinking water supplies or 
maintain natural systems that provide protections against coastal or other flooding. Often, 
protecting these natural systems costs less than investing more in mechanical water 
treatment facilities or other “gray” (built) infrastructure. 

Land acquisition programs funded by LWCF do not simply add to the federal estate: they 
include conservation easements that protect working landscapes by ensuring that ranchers 
and farmers are able to stay on their lands and continue acting as tremendous stewards of 
open space. LWCF also funds the Forest Legacy Program, which works with timber 
owners to sustain working forests that provide jobs, forest products, and opportunities for 
recreation, as well as protecting water supplies and important wildlife habitat. The LWCF 
state grants program further supports America’s state park system, which contributes $20 
billion to local and state economies. 
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LWCF also helps landowners and local banks recover from economic challenges. For 
many farmers, ranchers, and timberland owners, land is their biggest source of equity. In 
challenging economic times, some landowners face the loss of their properties through 
foreclosure. Working with federal and state land management agencies, the LWCF 
program provides landowners with another option to preserve their equity and keep 
iconic working landscapes intact. LWCF can also provide banks with an important option 
to move foreclosed properties off their balance sheets, strengthening the economic health 
of local communities. 


Question from Senator John Barrasso 

Question : Ms. Scarlett, I don’t think anyone would say 12 percent is a fair and equitable 
amount of funding for the states to be receiving when the original law was 60 percent. 
What is a fair and equitable percentage of funding for the states to receive that The 
Nature Conservancy would support as part of reauthorization? 

Answer : We appreciate the goal of sustaining benefits through LWCF for both states 
and federal agencies. The 12 percent number is just one aspect of LWCF funding that 
supports state and local needs. There are a variety of other programs that provide grants 
to states and counties. When taken as a whole, these programs have totaled 
approximately 50 percent over the past decade. As previously noted, TNC believes that 
Congress is doing a good job in terms of equitable distribution, and we support 
maintaining congressional flexibility to determine annually how best to distribute 
funding. In our review of LWCF spending over the last ten years, we have seen that 
almost exactly 50 percent of LWCF investments are going to state and local programs, 
with the remaining 50 percent available for federal projects, which affinns that Congress 
is taking a balanced approach to LWCF. 

This balance is further reflected as you dig deeper into the constituent programmatic parts 
of LWCF. Similar amounts of LWCF each year go to National Parks through the federal 
programs and to state and local parks through the traditional state grants program; to 
National Forests through the federal grants and to state and local forest conservation 
through Forest Legacy; and to National Wildlife Refuges through federal grants and to 
state and local wildlife grants through Section 6. We believe these are the sorts of 
comparisons that are especially relevant in considering allocation of LWCF funding. 

That said, there is no fixed magic number that would be right for any of the component 
programmatic parts of LWCF. Congress each year makes the choice regarding the 
balance among national and local recreation needs, between national and state forest 
needs, and so on, based on annual opportunities and needs. That flexibility enhances the 
success of LWCF investments. 
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Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono 
Questions : Potential Reform Impacts 

You highlight that the purpose of the LWCF at time of establishment was to balance 
development of federal energy sources with the protection and conservation of lands, 
water, and wildlife for existing and future generations-a purpose that roughly 85% of 
voters support. 

If Congress were to take these funds and use them for purposes other than the original 
intent, what kind of precedent do you think that will set? How will that impact the 
outdoor economy, especially during a time that the Administration is encouraging all 
Americans to get outdoors? 

Answer : The Land and Water Conservation Fund was authorized in 1965. Since then, 
the vast majority of funding for LWCF has come from OCS oil and gas revenues. LWCF 
was designed to ensure that $900 million per year of these revenues would be allocated to 
conserving our nation’s natural and cultural heritage and enhancing opportunities for the 
American people to connect with that heritage through visitation, outdoor recreation, and 
tourism. However, since its enactment more than $17 billion in OCS revenues that should 
have gone to LWCF have been diverted to other purposes. Reinvesting in the nation’s 
natural places through the LWCF ensures that all citizens can benefit directly from the 
sale of our federal resources by investing some resources from those sales in conservation 
of lands and waters that secure outdoor recreation opportunities and other related benefits 
for present and future generations. 

It is worth noting that the LWCF program is not just about acquiring lands for the public 
trust. LWCF programs conserve working landscapes that support the forest, farming, and 
ranching economic sectors; provide access for hunters, anglers, and other recreation 
visitors to our federal lands and waters; and support the $646 billion outdoor recreation 
industry. LWCF investments have supported projects in every state and 98 percent of 
counties across the country. 

LWCF has been the key to protecting state, local and national parks, wildlife refuges, 
forests and other federal lands, working forests and ranches, recreational trails and 
recreational access points for all Americans. Therefore, we urge support for all LWCF 
programs, including federal and state grants programs. Stateside LWCF programs have 
enabled the conservation of many important natural areas, and federal programs are also a 
critical companion for establishing national parks, wildlife refuges, and other areas that 
can be enjoyed by all Americans. 
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Questions from Chairman Lisa Murkowski 

Question 1 : Why does PERC think the LWCF should be used to address the 
maintenance backlog rather than relying solely on the general budget and appropriations 
process? 

Answer 1 : The general budget and appropriations has, heretofore, proven incapable of 
addressing the maintenance backlog on federal lands. Although the LWCF is, by itself, 
insufficient to alleviate the entire maintenance backlog on federal lands, using those 
funds to acquire additional lands while we fail to maintain the current federal estate is 
nonsensical. 

Question 2 : What has PERC learned from its research about how the public views 
maintaining and revitalizing existing recreation resources versus new land acquisition for 
recreation purposes? Does it vary by geographic region? 

Answer 2 : Our research indicates that public lands users throughout the country support 
maintaining federal lands, particularly as such maintenance translates to public access 
and recreational opportunities. Given that a significant portion of recent federal land 
acquisitions have targeted in-holdings, increases in public access and recreational 
opportunities have been minimal. 

There is ample evidence that Westerners value the care and maintenance of existing 
federal lands. The latest “Conservation in the West” survey, conducted by Colorado 
College, found that 95 percent of voters in the West believe that Congress should ensure 
that public land managers “have the resources they need to take care of public lands and 
provide services to visitors.”* While the survey is commonly cited as evidence that 
conservation programs such as the LWCF are popular among Westerners, this finding 
suggests that properly maintaining and caring for existing federal lands is a top priority 
among Western voters. 


Question 3 : Some LWCF supporters have stated that dedicating LWCF dollars for 
maintenance is not worth doing as it would not make any appreciable difference in the 
size of the maintenance backlog. Can you explain why this is a not a credible policy 
position? 

Answer 3 : This is not a credible policy position for two reasons. First, as a logical 
matter, using LWCF funds to acquire more lands would stretch the already too-thin 
budgets further, over even more federally-owned but unmaintained acres. Second, the 
National Park Service estimates it would need $700 million just to maintain the agency’s 


' The 2015 Consen ation in the West Poll; A Suw'ey of the Attitudes of Voters in Six Western States. 
hllps://ww w.c oloradocolicee.cdu/statcolTiierockicsi'conscr\’aliomntlic\'esl/ 
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current maintenance backlog,^ so directing the full $900 million currently designated for 
the Fund would thus “hold the line” and make a non-trivial contribution to reducing the 
backlog. 


Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy 

Questions : Can you please share the primary sources of revenue to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF)? There are members of the committee, as well as some of 
you, who have advocated for the LWCF to be reauthorized and fully funded. While I 
agree that the LWCF needs to be re-authorized, I believe we can derive revenues for the 
fund through increased access to our energy resources on the Outer Continental Shelf 
Could or should an increase in funding to the LWCF come from future OCS exploration 
and production as opposed to an appropriations increase that may require an offset? 

Answer : Currently authorized at $900 million per year, with the vast majority of 
revenues currently derived from oil and gas leasing on the Outer Continental Shelf ^ The 
general budget and appropriations process has not proven effective at providing the funds 
necessary to maintain the federal estate, so an alternative funding source is likely needed. 
One option to consider is user fees retained at the site of collection. The user fee 
approach, with retained receipts, would provide federal land managers with an incentive 
to maintain the lands, trails, roads, and habitats that are most valuable to federal land 
users. Moreover, user fees with retained receipts would avoid the appropriations and 
offsets issue altogether. 


Question from Senator Jeff Flake 

Question : I am generally cautious of permanent government programs and prefer that 
Congress periodically revisit programs, particularly those that involve significant Federal 
expenditures, as we are doing here today, in order to re-evaluate their necessity and make 
any necessary updates. Do you support locking in the program as it cun'entiy exists with a 
permanent reauthorization, or would you rather see it reauthorized for a limited 
timeframe and have it revisited later? 


' Statement of Jonatlian B. Jarv is, Director, National Park Serv'ice, Department of the Interior, Before the 
Senate Committee on Energj- and Natural Resources, for an CK-ersight Hearing to Consider Supplemental 
Funding Options to Support the National Park Serv'ice’s Efforts to Address Deferred Maintenance and 
Operational Needs, July 25, 2013. 

hllo:.''/www.ciiCTEv. senate. gov'.'Piiblic/iiide.x.cfm/’filcs/.se-n'e?Fiie id=6d4ed07.3-bif5-42cf-a6ia- 


122bc71c67b9 


^ Carol Vincent Hardy. 2014. “Land and Water Conseiv'ation Ftmd: Overview, Funding Historj', and 
Issues.” Congressional Research Sert'icc. RL33531. httn://nationalaglawceiiter.org/wo- 

conlciH/uploads/a.ssei.s/crs,/R L.33531.pdf 
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Answer : Our federal land agencies need secure and reliable funding sources in order to 
maintain the lands under their control, but funding need not be permanent in order to be 
secure and reliable. Secure and reliable funding can come from user fees, collected at 
entry points to our federal lands and retained at the site of collection for federal land 
managers to use for maintenance. 

A prefatory issue is whether the LWCF should be used to acquire additional lands and 
further exacerbate the maintenance backlog. The answer to that question is no, at least not 
until the current maintenance backlog is significantly reduced or eliminated. Dedicating 
the LWCF to maintenance until some measurable and objective draw down has been 
achieved. This approach would complement the user fees and retained receipts approach, 
while providing the federal land agencies and managers with a base level of funding for 
deferred maintenance. 


Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono 
Questions : Endangered Species in Hawaii 

In your testimony you state that LWCF funds should be directed towards maintenance 
backlogs before being used for land acquisitions. The four agencies that administer the 
LWCF have a total estimated backlog of $18.87 billion. Assuming that the LWCF if fully 
funded at $900 million a year, it would take 21 years to get through the existing 
maintenance needs today, not including any additional needs between now and 2036. 

Have you ever been to Hawaii? We are the endangered species capital of the world and 
are very pleased that land acquisitions in Hawaii are a part of the FY2016 budget request. 
These lands are where many threatened and endangered species live, species that attract 
around 358,000 wildlife watchers each year. One of which, an endangered bird called the 
Palila, lost two-thirds of its population between 2003 and 2008-a period of 5 years. Do 
you think that with the ongoing threats of climate change, invasive species, etc. that our 
endangered species in Hawaii have over 20 years to wait for their habitats to be 
protected? 

Answer : No, endangered species do not have decades to wait while the deferred 
maintenance backlog on federal lands is incrementally addressed, which is why my 
testimony presented the LWCF as part of a larger funding strategy to conserve the 
precious lands currently under federal management. Using the LWCF to acquire 
additional federal lands could do more harm than good for endangered species if 
Congress continues to ignore the maintenance obligations of federal land ownership. All 
legislators, but particularly those from states with numerous endangered species, should 
take responsibility for maintaining and conserving federal lands and the endangered 
species habitats those lands contain. 


3 


183 



Association of Northwest Steeiheadcfr; 

f>c.4 ! S£ Uke R’J. • MiiwauKifi OR 87X2;- 
M««3-*if6»5fW«S«7« <f«*) 





Bofe Rees 


April 17, 2015 


The Honorable Lisa Murkowskf 
Chairman 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
304 Dirksen Senate Building 
United States. Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


the Honombfe Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
304 DJrteen Senate Building 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20S10 


Dear Chairman MurkowSki and Ranking Member Cantvyeik 

The Association of Northwest Steelheaders is deeply invested In thereauthorizatlon and continued success of 
the land and Water Conservation Fund. Despite the historic failed promises of full and dedicated funding of this 
important legislation, we remain hc^jeful that Congress can act appropriately to pass legislation that fulfills the 
need for which this fund can accomplish. 

Safe and unrestricted access to the productive lands and waters of the Pacific Northwest Is major limiting 
factor in the recruitment of future generations of ethical hunters and anglers. Without these future user groups, 
state fish and wildlife agencies will continue to realize shrinking budgets and program cuts. We are the 
constituency that funds the maiority of conservation, propagation and educatioo programs for these natural 
resource agencies. 

Furthermore, the Land and Water Conservation Fund has secured critical wetlands that have high ecological 
value for disappearing habitats that fuel multi-million dollar sport and commercial fisheries that are conducted 
throughout the Pacific Northwest. One of the most recent acquisitions In the Nestucca Estuary on the North 
Oregon coast will have immeasurable benefits for salmonids as they acclimate to the saltwater phase of their 
Iffecycie. Examples such as the Nestucca purchase can be found throughout the region arid demonstrate the 
Importanceof afuUfundingpackageforlhis program. 

Although the Land and Water Conservation Fund has only been funded at full capacity a single year out of the 
fast 50, Its purpose is clear and defined and most importantly, well vetted by professionals that prioritize the 
greatest need In their respective regions. This fund Is already highly hjnctloning with the only Improvement 
necessary being a mandate that fully funds the intent of this program. Please prtorittze reauthorizing the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund to keep our nation^s people Invested In the outdoors and keep the industries that 
depend on healthy and productive pubik: lands booming. 


In Gratitude, 



Bob Rees, Executive Director 
Association of NW Steeiheaders 

(503) 812-9036 

Cc: Senator Ron Wyden 

to ond !-h& future, 
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April 17, 2015 

The Honorable Lisa Murkowskl 
Chairman 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
304 Dirksen Senate Building 
Washington, DG 20510 

The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Cotttmittee on Energy and Natural Resources 
Un Med States Senate 
304 Dirksen Senate Building 
WasMagton, DC 20510 

The Honorable Ron Wyden 
Member 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
22 1 Dirksen Senate Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, and Senator Wyden: 

Our conservation organization representing hundreds of Oregonians is writing to you about the 
importance of re-authorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). Since theTund’s 
inception 50 years ago, it has touched every county in Oregon adding to the quality and access of our 
state’s treasured public lands. These include Crater Lake National Park, tite Casoade-Siskiyou National 
Monument, the John Day Fossil Beds National Monument, and many other sites at the state and local 
level 

Overlooked is what LWCF means to the rural counties of Oregon and other states where economics are 
lagging. Since 1963, over $300 million dollars of LWCF funds have been used to enhance the quality 
and accessibility of our state’s natural resources. By making ouf state’s treasures more accessible, we 
enhance the outdoor economy which supports approximately 230,000 jobs in Oregon and Washington 
and generates nearly $25 billion in consumer spending, according to the Outdoor Industry Association. 
.Many outdoor jobs simply would not exist ifh weren’t for funds like LWCF to help support our public 
lands. 
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There are many Pacific Northwest communities anxiously looking to LWCF to support local projects. 
One that is worthy of future funding is called “Pathways to the Pacific” which spans key riparian areas 
along nearly 500 miles of the John Day and Columbia Rivers where salmon and steelhead runs provide 
recreation and livelihoods for many in both Oegon and Washington. But this will take re-authorization 
of LWCF. 

We thank you for your support and urge a strong bi-partisan effort to re-authorize this critical fund that 
supports a vital outdoor industry. 

Sincerely, 


Ed Putnam, Chair, Backcountry Hunters & Anglers, Oregon 




Brian Jenning^ Oregon State Coordinator, Backcountry Hunters & Anglers 


Dean Finnerty, SW Oregon Field Representative, Sportsmen’s Conservation Project, Trout Unliinited 
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To whom it may coticern- 

Over the last 9 years, t have been stationed in some of the most beautiful places in the country. 
The outdoors have always been a big part of my life. Growing up in New England, I and my family 
enjoyed hiking, mountain biking, skiing and camping, it has been a source of relaxation and way to be 
part of all the beauty that surrounds us. As an active duty service member, I hold the outdoors 
especialiy close to my heart as it is not just about me being able to enjoy the activities of my 
surroundings, but also my family members and community. 1 stand the watch every day to serve and 
protect not only my country but everyone and everything within it. 

While serving and living in the Pacific Northwest, I have been able to introduce my wife and son 
to all the beauty that our special corner of the world has to offer, Being deployed 6-7 months out of 
the year, I cherish this special time I get to spend with my family. We often ride our bikes at Ft Stevens 
State Park or take our dog for a hike at Ft. Clatsop. At the young age of S, my son Jackson has already 
stood amongst the Redwoods, looked out to Cape Disappointment, hiked at Ecola State Park and 
listened to his echo while shouting "Hey you guysssssss!" He also enjoyed learning about plants, birds 
and wild life indigenous to our area. We have family members who come from all over to witness the 
natural beauty that we have been fortunate enough to call home. 

t understand that the Land and Water Conservation Fund I up for re-authorization at the end of 
this fiscal year and that Oregon's Senators are ready to vote for that and to push their colleagues for full 
funding, i am hopeful that the lands I have served for and enjoy so much will continue to be cared for by 
this incredible tool so that I and my family and all Americans can count on the lands that we iove to 
continue to flourish. 

It is my privilege and honor to serve and protect this beautiful country. Please support the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund and help keep our public lands beautiful and thriving. 


Very Respectfully, 

Andrew Bellone 

Petty Officer 2'“* Class, United States Coast Guard 
Astoria, Oregon 
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Oct, 9, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 
U. S. Senate 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

I returned home late last year to Oregon, after many years serving overseas in Africa, Asia, and Canada 
as a diplomat for the U,S. Department of State, serving fmaiiy as L1.S. Ambassador to Gabon and to Sao 
Tome & Principe. I couid have chosen to retire anywhere, but I missed the spectacular beauty and 
recreational opportunities available in Oregon that I enjoyed during my childhood near Brownsville, OR. 
Many of the places I most enjoy re-dlscovering, 1 have recently learned, exist because they were 
protected or enhanced by monies from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), I understand 
that you are a feeder in keeping that program permanently funded, and I want to thank you for that 
effort. 

Oregon's abundant wildlife is being protected in the Oregon Coast Wildlife Refuges, our working forests 
are being conserved through the Forest Legacy Program, and our history is enshrined along the Oregon 
National Historic Trail - all initiatives funded by LWCF dollars. From Fort Clastsop to the John Day Fossil 
Beds, Oregon has benefitted from LWCF projects that conserve, expand, and improve some of Oregon’s 
most special places and ensure recreational access for literally millions of Oregonians and visitors. 

LWCF dollars have had a positive Impact on practically every county in Oregon, and you have 
exemplified leadership in Congress with your efforts to reaffirm the commitment to this valuable 
program. Thank you for your work. 


Sincerely, 

Eric Benjaminson 
Ambassador (Retired) 
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April 20, 2015 


The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
Chairman 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
304 Dirksen Senate Building 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
304 Dirksen Senate Builditig 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell: 

I am a veteran who runs a small business in Oregon called Soul River Runs Deep. My business is unique 
in approach and style. Merging my talent in art, design and fashion with my passion for the outdoors and 
fly fishing, this anthropologic boutique boasts high-end yet accessible gear, unique apparel, locally- 
crafted accessories, and home decor that anyone can appreciate. Soul River Runs Deep has doors that 
are open to all people of all walks of life. This space knows no discrimination for who can and cannot 
alTord, who looks the "part" or does not. It is my belief that public lands, fly fishing, rivers, and all- 
encompassing Mother Nature should be cherished and enjoyed by all. No one is to Judge who can or 
cannot be the next ambassador for conserving our planet’s richest asset - nature. Soul River Rims Deep 
believes in giving back which is why I developed Soul River Runs Wild, a program that allows inner 
city youth and militaty veterans the opportunity to experience public lands first-hand and at zero cost. 
Through all Soul River Runs Deep sales, 15% is given back to the Soul River Runs Wild program. This 
allows us to build a bridge for participants to reach the outdoors. We use fly fishing as a starting-point 
for youth and veterans to build relationships and mentor, as well as learn about rivers, entomology, river 
and land navigation, and outdoor leadership. Soul River Runs Wild averages seven outings per year on 
wild rivers using public lands to instruct, learn, and build community not just for today but for 
tomorrow’s ambassadors. We work with local organizations, tribes, and groups closely tied with the 
public lands to W'hioh we are using, By partnering with such groups, we are able to richen the 
experiences by creating connections to the history of the land and how we can care for this valuable 
resource today. Both my business and the underserved communities I work with rely on protected public 
lands and healthy rivers. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is a major economic driver not only in Oregon, but 
across the country. This program helps protect the places I take my clients fly fishing, and provides 
access the great outdoors for veterans and youth needing to clear their heads and their souls. 

One example of where LWCF has benefitted my business and my community is the Sandy River, which 
empties into the mighty Columbia River. The LWCF brought people together to conserve threatened 
salmon and steelhead in the Sandy River Basin. The LWCF contributed more than a quarter million 
dollars to create Oxbow Regional Park along the Sandy River. This enabled more people to use the river 
for fishing and other recreational activities, and protected habitat for the iconic salmon fisheries of the 
Pacific Northwest. 
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The LWCF program works. When a tool has worked for 50 years, why remove it from the toolbox. I 
encourage Congress to focus on reauthorizing this invaluable program, instead of trying to change it. 
Without LWCF, I am confident that Oregon’s outdoor economy would be weaker and I would have 
fewer places to take my clients, my friends, and the at risk youth from my community. 

Sincerely, 

Chad Brown, US Navy Veteran 
Soul River Runs Deep 
Soul River Inc. 

Portland, OR 

cc. Senator Ron Wyden, Member of Senate Eneigy and Natural Resources Committee 
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May 6, 2015 


Testimony of Michael Caplin 


Chair, Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
Ranking Member, Honorable Maria Cantwell 
Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources 
304 Dirksen Senate Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Transmitted via email attachment to darla_ripchensky@energy.senate.gov 


Re: Testimony to be included in the record of the hearing on Reauthorization Of and 
Potential Reforms To the Land and Water Consen'otion Fund,” April 22, 2015. 


Dear Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, and members of the committee: 

The subject of this hearing has been of interest to me for decades. Thank you for this 
opportunity to provide testimony for the record. 

I expect the Committee will receive an abundance of testimony about the benefits of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) and the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 
(L&WCFA), much from those who profit from them in various ways. With this testimony I try 
to provide some balance by providing specific examples of problems 1 hope the Committee will 
address. 

Problems fostered by the L&WCF discussed in this testimony are: 

1. The L&WCF fosters acquisition of private land by federal agencies when the acquisition has 
not been authorized by Congress (that is, fosters unauthorized federal land grabs). 

2. The L&WCF fosters the appearance of a conflict of interest between federal agencies in their 
role being responsible for fighting wildfires and their role with the apparent desire to acquire 
ever more private land. 

3. The L&WCF acts to increase the threat of wildfires to lives and property in communities 
near federal land, especially where land is acquired and wilderness is designated near or over 
topographically suitable locations for firebreaks and/or fuelbreaks, or along roads used for 
ingress or egress during wildfires. 

4. The L&WCF acts to increase multiple threats to our national security should terrorists choose 
to exploit them. 

5. The L&WCF fosters fraud on American taxpayers. 

To address these problems 1 propose that: 

1. The L&WCF should be allowed to sunset and not be reauthorized. 

2. New law should be enacted that repeals all existing authority for federal land management 
agencies to acquire private land. For areas east of the 100‘'' meridian, new crystal clear 
acquisition authority should be enacted with tight Congressional oversight and local hearings 
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prior to each acquisition. For areas west of the 100"‘ meridian, no acquisition authority 
should be enacted and each acquisition should require special legislation, which should be 
disfavored by Congress. 

3 . For areas west of the 1 00**' meridian, all lands in federal ownership that are topographically 
suitable for fuelbreaks or firebreaks should either be sold or granted into private ownership, 
or, at the very least, any wilderness designation should be removed, with generous non- 
wilderness setbacks on each side to facilitate construction of effective fuelbreaks before 
wildfires and timely opening of firebreaks during wildfires. 

4. Federal land management agencies, which currently have little authority to sell or grant land, 
should be provided broad authority to sell and grant land into private ownership, especially 
for areas west of the 1 OO* meridian, in order to encourage dispersal of our populations at 
relatively low densities, to help make our nation more resistant to attack by weapons of mass 
destruction. 

At the least, valid solutions to these problems should be decided through open debate in 
Congress, rather than allowed to fester due to benign neglect or opposition by those who have 
priorities other than protection of lives, property and our national security. 

PROBLEMS FOSTERED BY THE L&WCF 

1. The L&WCF fosters acquisition of private land by federal agencies when the 

acquisition has not been authorized by Congress (that is, fosters unauthorized federal 
land grabs). 

The following excerpt from the Congressional Record quoting former Senator Frank Church 
from Idaho, a strong supporter of passage of the L&WCF A, expresses the intent in 1964 when 
L&WCFA's passage was being considered. 

Mr. CHURCH. I shall try to be very explicit. 

The last thing the committee wanted was a land-grab bill. Most of the members 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs come from western States. We 
are acutely conscious of the fact that the Federal Government is the largest 
landholder in our States. Federal holdings vary from one-third to more than 90 
percent. In the State of Idaho, for example, 63 percent of the land is owned by the 
Federal Government. No Member of the Senate is more sensitive to the danger of 
abusive Federal land acquisition than is the senior Senator from Idaho. So the 
committee has taken every precaution to make certain that the bill will not 
become a device for any kind of offensive land grab by the Federal Government. 

These are precautions we have taken: 

First, we have written into the bill a provision which prescribes that, with respect 
to any land acquired by the Federal Government, either within the national forests 
or the national parks or the game and wildlife refuges, wherever it may be, of all 
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the money made available for this purpose in the bill, only 15 percent can be spent 
in the West, where Federal landholdings are already large. Eighty-five percent of 
the money must be spent in the East, where there is a serious need for acquiring 
more land in order that the public may have places to enjoy outdoor recreation. 

That is the first precaution the committee has taken. 

The second precaution is to establish a formula funneling the lion’s share of this 
money to the States. Sixty percent of the money, in ordinary circumstances, will 
be tendered to the States as matching funds, to permit the States to go forward 
with recreational development. That is the second precaution we have taken in the 
bill. 

Third, by leaving existing law intact, the effect of the bill is to impose all the 
limitations of the Weeks Act, which has been in effect since 1911 or 1912, and 
which regulates the acquisition of land by the Federal Government in the national 
forests. 

(Congressional Record - Senate, August 12, 1964, pages 19120-19121.) 

The first precaution noted by Senator Church was codified at the second proviso in 16 USC § 
4601-9(a)(l)(b), repealed and restated as positive law at Title 54 USC § 200306(a)(B)(iii) (128 
Stat. 3 178; Public Law 113-287, Dec, 19,2014). 

The need for the precaution is demonstrated by the map I have included as Exhibit 1 , which 
shows that much of the western United States is owned by the federal government. As enacted, 
the first precaution noted by Senator Church appears to apply only to National Forest System 
acquisitions, rather than all federal acquisitions as believed by Senator Church, I do not have the 
ability to check whether the precaution that "... only 15 percent can be spent in the West , . . ” has 
been followed or circumvented, but the Committee should have that ability, perhaps with the 
help of the Government Accountability Office (GAO). 

The third precaution noted by Senator Church, leaving existing limitations on land 
acquisitions in place, was codified at Title 16 USC § 4601-9(b), repealed and restated as positive 
law at 54 USC § 200306(b) (128 Stat, 3178; Public Law 1 13-287, Dec. 19, 2014), which now 
states: 


ACQUISITION RESTRICTIONS. — Appropriations from the fund pursuant to 
this section shall not be used for acquisition unless the acquisition is otherwise 
authorized by law. Appropriations from the Fund may be used for preacquisition 
work where authorization is imminent and where substantial monetary savings 
could be realized. 
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That L&WCFA acquisition restriction is consistent with federal appropriations law, as 
expressed by the GAO, which states, 

A federal agency is a creature of law and can function only to the extent 
authorized by law. The Supreme Court has expressed what is perhaps the 
quintessential axiom of “appropriations law” as follows: 

“The established rule is that the expenditure of public funds is proper 
only when authorized by Congress, not that public funds may be 
expended unless prohibited by Congress,” 

United Stales v. MacCollom, 426 U S. 317, 321 (1976). 

(GAO, Principles of Federal Appropriations Law (Red Book), Third Edition, Volume I, 
page 1-2, footnote omitted.) 

As discussed by Senator Church, pursuant to 54 USC § 200306(b), a mere appropriation of 
funds from the L&WCF does not empower the Forest Service or other federal agency to acquire 
lands "... unless such acquisition is otherwise authorized by law . .." 

The Forest Service Manual (FSM) 5420 enumerates the Forest Service's land acquisition 
authorities. 

The Weeks Act of 191 1, referenced by Senator Church above, "... is the primary land 
acquisition authority for the Forest Service." (FSM 5420. 11a.) Before the Weeks Act, each 
acquisition of land by the Forest Service had to be authorized by Congress with legislation. 

The Weeks Act authorizes the Forest Service to acquire land consistent with the description 
and purposes codified at 16 USC § 515, which stales in pertinent part. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized and directed to examine, locate, 
and purchase such forested, cut-over, or denuded lands within the watersheds of 
navigable streams as in his judgment may be necessary to the regulation of the flow 
of navigable streams or for the production of timber. 

When originally enacted (36 Stat, 961), section 4 of the Weeks Act created the National 
Forest Reservation Commission (NFRC), which provided oversight to help ensure that 
acquisitions proposed by the Forest Service were of the type of land and for the purposes 
authorized by the Weeks Act. The NFRC would approve "purchase units," which are areas 
outside national forests in which acquisition of land by the Forest Service is authorized as being 
consistent with requirements of the Weeks Act. 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (Tub. L, 94-588, Oct. 22, 1976, 90 Stat. 2961) 
(NFMA of 1976) removed oversight by the NFRC of acquisitions under Weeks Act authority by 
repealing section 4 of the Weeks Act, thereby disbanding the NFRC, and transferred all of the 
functions of the NFRC to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
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Though N FRC oversight of Forest Service acquisitions under Weeks Act authority vs^as 
removed, and purchase units could now be both proposed and approved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the requirements and limitations of Weeks Act acquisition authority remain intact 
and purchase units and attendant acquisitions must still conform with the requirements of the 
Weeks Act. 

The Organic Act of 1956 (Act of 1956) provides additional authority for the Department of 
Agriculture (USD A) to acquire land "... as may be necessary to carry out its authorized work . . . ' 
as codified in pertinent part at 7 USC § 428a(a). 

The example given as the need for the Act of 1956 acquisition authority at the hearing on 
H.R. 1 1682 and H R. 1 1699 before the House Committee on Agriculture in 1956, which became 
the Act of 1956, is that the USDA was authorized to construct a seed bank for the storage of 
seeds, but did not have authority to purchase the land on which the seed bank would be built. 

The intent of the Act of 1956 was to authorize the USDA to acquire land on which to carry out 
its authorized work, in that case, constructing the authorized seed bank. (Act of 1956, Hearing 
Before the Committee on Agriculture, House of Representatives, Eighty-Fourth Congress, 
Second Session, on H. R. 1 1682 And H. R. 1 1699 June 27, 1956, pages 21-27.) 

The FSM states that the Act of 1956, ". .. serves as the primary authority for administrative- 
site acquisitions and Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) purchases where the Weeks 
Law or specific authorities do not apply." (FSM 5420.1 lb.) 

However, as discussed above, the L&WCFA expressly states it is not authority for 
acquisition of land, saying, "Appropriations from the ftind pursuant to this section shall not be 
used for acquisition unless the acquisition is otherwise authorized by law." (54 USC 
§ 200306(b).) 

Senator Church's comments in the Congressional Record show that the reason for the 
L&WCFA acquisition restrictions was to prevent the L&WCF from becoming the source of 
funds for "... any kind of offensive land grab by the Federal Government. " 

The Forest Service's interpretation that an appropriation from the L&WCF provides the 
"authorized work" needed to satisfy the requirements to acquire land in the Act of 1956 
circumvents the third precaution in the L&WCFA discussed by Senator Church, as quoted 
above, and is contrary to the intent of Congress as shown by the discussion during the House 
Committee on Agriculture hearing on H R. 11682 and H.R. 11699, which became the Act of 
1956 (see above). 

The Forest Service's interpretations of the Act of 1956 and the L&WCFA, taken together, 
would effectively mean that the Forest Service has authority to acquire all land in the United 
States, for any purpose, so long as it can obtain appropriations from the L&WCF. 

An additional precaution in the L&WCFA was intended to prevent that, not mentioned by 
Senator Church. 
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Before the restatement into positive law in 2014, the L&WCFA provided that, "... unless 
otherwise allotted in the appropriation Act making them available. . . " the President would allot 
L&WCF money to the Forest Service only for acquisition of land inside wilderness, inside the 
boundaries of National Forests as they existed on the date of enactment of the L&WCFA, or 
inside purchase units approved by the National Forests Reservation Commission, provided 
however, that up to three thousand acres of land outside of but adjacent to an existing national 
forest boundary could be acquired if it . .would comprise an integral part of a forest recreational 
management area." (Formerly 16 USC § 4601-9(a) through 4601-9(1 )(b)). 

The 2014 restatement to positive law appears to have altered the meaning of some of the 
former language with regard to National Park System acquisitions, but seems to have left the 
Forest Service acquisitions meaning intact. 

I live in an area where the Forest Service has been undertaking a land grab for decades, 
having purchased thousands of acres of private land in the area, much outside the boundaries of 
the national forest and over the three thousand acre limit for acquisitions outside a national 
forests. 

Between 1980 and 1986 there were seven bills and amendments in Congress to federalize the 
entire community where we live. Big Sur, California. Some of those bills authorized acquisition 
of all private land in the area. Congress wisely rejected every bill. By the time the last bill was 
introduced in 1986, our then-Congressman Leon Panetta, who had authored his own bill in 1980 
to federalize the area, helped our community oppose the 1986 bill. 

The first bill to federalize our community, introduced in 1980 by Senator Alan Cranston, 
proposed an amendment to the L&WCFA to remove the 3,000 acre limit on acquisitions outside 
the existing boundaries of the Los Padres National Forest. The 3,000 acre limit was found in the 
L&WCFA codified at 16 USC § 4601-9(a)(l)(b), and has been repealed and restated as positive 
law at Title 54 USC § 200306(a)(B)(iii) (128 Stat. 3178; Public Law 113-287, Dec. 19, 2014) 

In 1980, it appears that the L&WCFA was interpreted to not allow any acquisitions outside a 
national forest over the 3,000 acre limit. 

Included as Exhibit 2 is a letter from Senator Cranston to his colleagues in the Senate, 
explaining that the 3,000 acre limit in the L&WCFA prevented the Forest Service from making 
any acquisition outside the national forest that would exceed the 3,000 acre limit. In 1980, 
Senator Cranston introduced a bill, S2233, to remove the limit by amending the language in the 
L&WCFA to say that the limit did not apply to the Los Padres National Forest. That bill did not 
pass. The L&WCFA language Senator Cranston sought to avoid has remained the same since 
before he introduced his bill in 1980, but clearly is interpreted differently now as discussed 
below. 

Since 1986, when the last bill to federalize our community failed, the Forest Service and 
other government agencies have been buying up private land in the area, to the point that over 
one third of the private land, or about 20,000 acres, have been acquired by government agencies. 
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including the Forest Service, exactly the kind of land grab Senator Church said was intended to 
be avoided when enacting the L&WCFA. 

Included as Exhibit 3 is a table prepared by the Forest Service in 2005, showing land 
acquisitions with L&WCF dollars, including in excess of 3,000 acres outside the boundaries of 
the Los Padres National Forest (that is only acquisitions in Monterey County, and does not 
include purchases outside the Los Padres National Forest in other areas). The Forest Service has 
acquired substantially more private land outside the national forest in our community since the 
table was prepared in 2005. 

Individuals have a finite amount of time on this Earth, then they die, at which time their land 
often comes up for sale. The Forest Service and other government agencies do not die, and can 
eventually buy up all land wherever they decide to do so if there are no controls in place, or if 
controls exist but are not enforced and are ignored. 

Alan Funt of Candid Camera fame owned the 1,200 acre Brazil Ranch in our community. 
When he died in 1999 his heirs put Brazil Ranch up for sale for about $9.5 million. It sat for sale 
at that price for a couple of years with no buyer. The ranch was three miles outside the boundary 
of the Los Padres National Forest. 

My understanding is that ultimately, the Forest Service acquired the Brazil Ranch from the 
Trust For Public Land (TPL) after TPL was paid about $28 million. I believe TPL made 
$3 million on the deal, and possibly more. I go into more detail on how this worked below in my 
discussion of how federal land acquisitions funded with L&WCF money can work fraud on 
taxpayers. Here however, I will discuss how the Forest Service appears to have falsified its 
authority to acquire the Brazil Ranch. 

After the Forest Service purchased the Brazil Ranch 1 asked a Forest Service representative at 
a public meeting what acquisition authority the Forest Service had used for the purchase. When 
1 was provided the answer later, it stated the authority was the L&WCFA. After I explained that 
the L&WCFA states that an appropriation from the L&WCF is not authority to acquire land, I 
was told that the Act of 1956 was the acquisition authority. However, there was no authorized 
work to support acquisition of the Brazil Ranch under Act of 1956 authority, nothing comparable 
to Congressional authorization to build a seed bank that necessitated acquisition of the Brazil 
Ranch. 

It appears that the 1,200 acre Brazil Ranch was acquired by the Forest Service without lawful 
authority, three miles outside the national forest. A substantial portion of the money used to 
acquire the ranch was from the L&WCF. 

Moreover, though the Forest Service used almost $18 million of L&WCF money to purchase 
the Brazil Ranch (see the 2002 Bixby/Brazil Ranch acquisitions in Exhibit 3), it appears that TPL 
was paid substantially more for the ranch — my understanding is TPL was paid about $28 
million — and possibly received more in the form of a donation from the investment fund, 
Woodside Partners, which purchased the ranch from the Funt estate, and for which it appears 
TPL effectively acted as a conduit by purchasing the ranch from Woodside then selling the ranch 
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to the Forest Service. My understanding is that the California Coastal Conservancy provided $5 
million toward the purchase price, and an anonymous donor provided another $2 million. These 
additional dollars that were paid for the ranch, not appropriated by Congress, appear to have 
violated federal appropriation policy unless Congress provided specific statutory authority for 
the additional money to be used for the acquisition. 

In its Red Book, GAO states. 

As a general proposition, an agency may not augment its appropriations from 
outside sources without specific statutory authority. ... Restated, the objective of 
the rule against augmentation of appropriations is to prevent a government agency 
from undercutting the congressional power of the purse by circuitously exceeding 
the amount Congress has appropriated for that activity. 

((GAO, Principles of Federal Appropriations Law (Red Book), Third Edition, Volume 
11, page 6-162 through 6-163.) 

In a fijrther attempt to augment its appropriations, after it acquired the Brazil Ranch, saying it 
does not have sufficient money to maintain the Brazil Ranch, the Forest Service applied to the 
California Coastal Commission for a consistency determination pursuant to the federal Coastal 
Zone Management Act, so it could make money by renting the Brazil Ranch for weddings, 
retreats and other events. Flere is a link to a Forest Service sales brochure on its website 
http://goo.gl/LmwJdA. Here is a link to a consistency determination staff report on the Coastal 
Commission's website. http://www.coastal.ca.gov/cd/8-2005-Th7e.pdf 

After much controversy over the Forest Service competing with local businesses with a 
business funded with tax dollars, the Forest Service dropped that plan, though there are rumors it 
continues to look for a way to commercialize the Brazil Ranch. 

Another fabrication of acquisition authority appears to be the Lange parcel. The Lange 
parcel now forms the northwest comer of the Lost Padres National Forest. Before it was 
acquired it was outside the Los Padres National Forest. 

The Lange parcel was acquired by the Forest Seiwice about 1 993, after the owner gave it up 
as part of requirements by Monterey County in exchange for a permit for construction of a road 
on private land. The Supreme Court has called this kind of permit requirement extortion and an 
unconstitutional condition, see Nollan v. California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, 
?.'il\Kootitz V. St. .Johns River Water Mgmt. Dist. (2013) 133 S. Ct. 2586, 2590, 2595-2597, 

2603. 

Though all of the functions of the NFRC were transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture by 
the N ational Forest Management Act of 1976 (as discussed above), the Secretary of Agriculture 
is still required to fulfill the role of the NFRC, which is ".. . created and authorized to consider 
and pass upon such lands as may be recommended for purchase as provided in section six of this 
Act." (36 Stat. 962.) The provisions of section six are codified at 16 USC § 515, and are not met 
on the Lange parcel. 


Testimony of Michael Caplin on Reaulhorization Of and Potential Reforms To the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund," April 22, 2015 Page 8 of 1 7 


198 


Creation of a purchase unit in the area where the Lange parcel is located. Twin Peaks, is 
noticed in the Federal Register at Vol. 60, No. 59, March 28, 1995, pg. 15897. However, that 
appears to be dated after the acquisition. Moreover, the purchase unit is not in an area that meets 
the requirements of the Weeks Act as discussed above. The purchase unit appears to be a 
fabrication to feign authority to acquire the Lange parcel. 

The Lange parcel was also not acquired with authority from the Act of 1956, as the 
acquisition was not necessary to carry out the Forest Service's authorized work comparable with 
the example of the need to acquire land on which to build an authorized seed bank. (7 USC § 
428a(a).) 

It appears that none of the Forest Service's acquisition authorities apply to the Lange parcel. 

It is not forested, cut-over, or denuded, is not within the watershed of a navigable stream, and 
was not purchased due to being necessary to the regulation of the flow of navigable streams or 
for the production of timber (as authorized by the Weeks Act as codified at 1 6 USC § 5 1 5), or to 
provide land for authorized work (as authorized by the Act of 1956 as codified at 
7 USC § 428a(a)). 

A recent acquisition, within the last several months, which also appears to be unauthorized 
by Congress, is the 120-acre Parrott parcel. 

A Forest Service official told me that the Parrott acquisition will be designated as wilderness, 
apparently administratively. The Parrot parcel is shown in some Forest Service GIS shape files 
as being outside the boundary of the Los Padres National Forest, and is consistently shown as 
being outside wilderness (it has wilderness outside three of its parcel lines, and private land 
outside the national forest and outside wilderness on its north line, being a notch in the perimeter 
of the forest). 

The Parrot parcel is located on Hennicksons Ridge, and is crossed by about 3,000 feet of 
historic firebreak that in the past has been used to protect at-risk communities outside the Los 
Padres National Forest from wildfires that start inside the forest, for example, the 1977 Marble 
Cone Fire (about 178,000 acres), the 1999 Kirk Complex Fire (about 86,700 acres), and the 2008 
Basin Complex Fire (about 163,000 acres). 

Ownership of land by the Forest Service, especially where it is designated wilderness, and 
especially in fire-prone western states, threatens lives and homes in nearby communities if the 
Forest Service does not maintain effective fiielbreaks before fires, and/or does not open 
firebreaks in a timely manner during wildfires. 

During the 2008 Basin Complex Fire delays opening the historic firebreak inside the Los 
Padres National Forest due to 2002 wilderness additions almost resulted in our community of 
hundreds of homes being burned out. I touch on that below, and intend to submit more detailed 
testimony on that issue for the Committee's May 5, 2015 hearing on "the Federal government 's 
role in wildfire management, the impact of fires on communities, and potential improvements to 
he made in fire operations . " 
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The Forest Service's statutory authority to acquire land is fairly characterized as a mess, due 
to amendments to statutes upon amendments to statutes that make it effectively impossible for 
the average person, and possibly the average member of Congress, to know whether the Forest 
Service has lawful authority to acquire a particular parcel of land or not. That lack of clarity 
enables to Forest Service to fabricate authority to acquire private land without being questioned. 

What is clear however, is that the Forest Service has managed to turn the L&WCF into 
something that is contrary to the original intent of Congress, The L&WCF has become a funding 
source for what Senator Church called offensive federal land grabs, including in the western 
states, west of the 1 00* meridian where much land is already owned by the federal government. 

Congress should let the L&WCF sunset and repeal all land acquisition authority for the 
Forest Service and other federal agencies, especially for areas west of the 100* meridian, and 
provide new highly limited authority for the Forest Service to acquire land if there is a critical 
need east of the 100* meridian, with Congressional oversight over every acquisition. 

All acquisitions west of the 100* meridian should be disfavored, and require special 
legislation in each case, with field hearings in affected communities. 

The Forest Service's refrain that it needs to have the ability to acquire land inside the 
boundaries of national forests for management purposes is belied by its acquisition of the Brazil 
Ranch three miles outside the Los Padres National Forest, and its subsequent purchase of 
additional land outside the forest between the Brazil Ranch and the historic boundary of the 
national forest, and in other areas. 

The Forest Service's drive to acquire private land is contrary to the original intent of 
President Roosevelt's proclamation creating the Monterey Forest Reserve, By Presidential 
proclamation, he declared the area to be off limits to further settlement, but exempted from the 
force of the proclamation any homestead or other legitimate claim to land within the area. 1 have 
included a highlighted copy of President Roosevelt's proclamation, dated June 25, 1906 as 
Exhibit 4. 

Perhaps the GAO could conduct a review of Forest Service land acquisitions to learn the 
percentage of acquisitions that have been falsely based upon authority that did not apply. 

In the meantime, to avoid the temptation to continue federal acquisition of private land 
fostered by the pot of money that is the L&WCF, and to avoid ongoing acquisitions of land 
contrary to the intent of Congress, and to avoid further increase in the threat of wildfires to 
communities around federal lands, all current acquisition authorities for the Forest Service and 
other federal agencies should be repealed, certainly for areas west of the 100* meridian. 
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2. The L&WCF fosters the appearance of a conflict of interest between federal agencies in 
their role being responsible for fighting wildfires and their role with the apparent desire 
to acquire ever more private land. 

For the Forest Service and other federal agencies to have both authority to acquire land, and 
responsibility for fighting wildfires, creates an appearance of a conflict of interest, as land values 
can drop dramatically if wildfires bum through areas where the Forest Service or other federal 
agency has shown an interest in acquiring land. 

This is especially so in the western states, where wildfire danger is high and so much land is 
already in federal ownership, which the Forest Service and other federal agencies seem to be 
driven to expand. 

Here is a link to a youtube video by a person who believes the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) intentionally worked to burn out landowners in the Frenchglen area in Oregon. 
https://goo.gl/TdZ9SS 

When I emailed the person who made the video, he responded by saying that BLM had 
offered to buy his land several times, and when he said it was not for sale, "... their exact 
response was, it will be," As for fire, he emailed, "They [BLM] now take advantage of what 
would normally be small and insignificant fire events and turn them into mega events." 

This appearance of conflict of interest should be removed, by letting the L&WCF sunset, and 
repealing all authorities for the Forest Service and other agencies to acquire land, especially in 
the western states west of the lOO"' meridian, in which there are already vast areas of federal 
lands, and which are subject to high threat of wildfire every fire season. 

3. The L&WCF acts to increase the threat of wildfires to lives and property in 
communities near federal land, especially where land is acquired and wilderness is 
designated near or over topographically suitable locations for firebreaks and/or 
fuelbreaks, and/or along roads used for ingress or egress during wildfires. 

I plan to submit detailed testimony on this problem for the Committee's hearing on the 
Federal government 's role in wildfire management, the impact of fires on communities, and 
potential improvements to be made in fire operations. 

For this testimony on the L&WCF, I do not have the ability to determine the impact on the 
ability to maintain fuelbreaks before fires, and open firebreaks during fires, for each parcel 
acquired with L&WCF dollars. 

However, if the recent acquisition of the 1 20-acre Parrott parcel was funded with L&WCF 
money, and if it will be designated wilderness as has been stated by a Forest Service official, 
then the Parrott acquisition is an example of a L&WCF acquisition by the Forest Service that 
will act to threaten lives and property in communities near federal land in the event of wildfire. 
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The Parrott property is crossed by about 3,000 feet of historic firebreak that was opened to 
protect communities during the 1977 Marble Cone Fire, the 1999 Kirk Complex Fire, and the 
2008 Basin Complex Fire, all of which were started by lightning inside the Monterey Ranger 
District of the Los Padres National Forest. 

Being private land outside wilderness and apparently outside the national forest, there could 
have been no problems caused by wilderness designation opening the firebreak on the Parrott 
parcel during those fires. 

However, during the Basin Fire in 2008, there were delays in multiple locations on obtaining 
authorization to use heavy equipment to open firebreaks in wilderness. 

In the area where we live, authorization to use heavy equipment in wilderness to open the 
historic firebreak was either not requested, or not obtained, allowing the Basin Fire to bum over 
the historic firebreak in the location of the 2002 Little Sur wilderness addition and head toward 
our community with hundreds of homes. 

I have been told by a fire chief, and by a heavy equipment operator who worked on the Basin 
Fire, that there were delays obtaining permission to use heavy equipment in wilderness in other 
areas, causing similar problems. 

In my opinion, every acquisition of land by federal agencies in locations topographically 
suitable for a flielbreak or firebreak is a threat to surrounding communities, to the extent that 
wilderness, the National Environmental Policy Act or any other federal law hinders or blocks 
maintenance of effective fuelbreaks before fires or use of firebreaks in a timely manner during 
fires. 

Given that the L&WCF helps make federal acquisition of such land possible, and to the 
extent fuelbreaks are not maintained before fires and firebreaks are not opened during fires in a 
timely manner, the L&WCF is effectively a threat to lives and property in communities near 
federal land, 

4. The L&WCF acts to increase multiple threats to our national security should terrorists 

choose to exploit them 

First terrorist threat increased by federal acquisition and ownership of land. 

May 3 1 , 20 1 2 the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) issued a document titled 
"Terrorist Interest in Using Fire as a Weapon." 

The document includes information on terrorist magazines and websites on such topics as 
how to construct incendiary devices to start wildfires, a terrorist map that shows priority states 
where wildfires in the United States would be most destmctive, naming California and Montana 
as ideal targets, and statements encouraging the setting of wildfires to attack the United States. 
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The DHS document explains that using wildfire as a weapon is attractive to terrorists due to 
the low cost to start a wildfire, the low probability the terrorist will be caught, the high cost and 
damage to property and resources that can be caused, and the threat to lives and psychological 
effects wildfire can inflict, saying for example. 

For terrorists, setting fires has several advantages over other methods of attack, 
including sustainability (duration of fire and long-term effects); the potential for 
casualties, economic damage, and wide media coverage; and the accompanying 
psychological effects of fear and terror. 

When the Forest Service or other federal agency owns or acquires land on which firebreaks 
and fuelbreaks are located or topographically suited for such use, and then fails to maintain 
effective fuelbreaks before fire, or fails to swiftly open firebreaks during fire, the Forest Service 
would literally be aiding and abetting any terrorist who may act to use wildfire as a weapon 
against our nation. 

When Congress acts to block federal agencies such as the Forest Service from preparing for 
or defending against wildfires, by such actions as moving wilderness over the location of 
fuelbreaks and firebreaks or by leaving wilderness in place, or by enacting or retaining other 
laws that hinder or block federal land managers from constructing and maintaining fuelbreaks or 
using firebreaks, Congress would literally be aiding and abetting any terrorist who may act to use 
wildfire as a weapon against our nation. 

In Monterey County, California, both the Forest Service and Congress have so acted, leaving 
people in communities around the Los Padres National Forest in jeopardy should terrorists 
decide to use wildfire to attack, as suggested in their magazines and on their websites. 

Second terrorist threat increased by federal acquisition and ownership of land. 

There is a belief among some environmentalists that the solution to impacts humans have on 
our planet is to concentrate people into the footprint of existing cities at ever higher density. 
Search the Internet for the term "smart growth” and you will receive well over one millions hits. 
Until recently, the Sierra Club had a "Healthy Growth Calculator" web page that apparently tried 
to convince people that living at higher density is desirable, (http://tinyurl.com/lox4fc2) 

Though some government employees may be able to live on land owned by the federal 
government, other people typically cannot. One way to move people into cities is to convert 
private land outside cities into government ownership. There are organizations working on that, 
some of which have turned it into a profitable business. 

For example, there is TPL, discussed in this testimony. 

Another example is an organization called the Planning and Conservation League, which has 
convinced California voters to approve bond initiatives that have provided well over a billion 
dollars for public agencies to acquire private land. You can read how it funds its initiatives in 
Planning & Conservation League, Inc. v. Lungren (1995) 38 Cal. App. 4th 497. 
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As more voters move into cities, with their daily experience of concrete, asphalt and smog, it 
becomes easier to convince the majority of voters to support acquisition of more land by 
government agencies, to save it from the fate of where they live in the city. .My experience is 
that most people who live in cities think that a much higher percentage of land is covered by 
cities than in reality is so. 

California's population of about 38.8 million people makes up about 12% of the 318.9 
million population of our nation. 

California consists of about 100 million acres of land. Currently, about 95% of Californians 
live in cities, which comprise about 6% of California's land area. This is largely because there is 
relatively little land available outside cities for Califoraians to own and live on. 

Almost half of California is owned by various government agencies, most by federal 
agencies, and therefore cannot be owned or lived on by most Californians. 

It is difficult to find hard numbers for land ownership in Califoniia by industry, but years ago 
I found what numbers I could and learned that after subtracting land owned by government, 
public utilities, lumber companies, railroads, and farmland, it appears that only about 10% of 
California's land area, outside of cities, is available for Californians to own and live on. 

Every acre of that nominal amount of land available for Californians to own and live on 
outside cities that is acquired by government agencies, including federal agencies, tends to move 
people into cities at higher density. 

Unfortunately, we live in a world with religious extremists who believe it is an act of their 
faith to kill those who are not members of their faith. Our world also includes weapons of mass 
destruction. These extremists have been following their belief system for over 1,000 years. 

They are not going away. They have made their intent crystal clear. 1,000 years ago the world 
did not have weapons with the capacity for destruction we have today. The day will likely come, 
possibly sooner, hopefully later, when they will obtain weapons of mass destruction. 

Mutually assured destruction, the defense tactic used for decades with the former Soviet 
Union, is not applicable to religious extremists. We don't know where to find them, and even if 
we could find them, they view it as an act of their faith to be killed while advancing their cause, 
which is to kill those who do not follow their faith. When they obtain weapons of mass 
destruction they will likely use them. 

Weapons of mass destruction are highly effective at killing people who are packed at high 
density into relatively small areas. 

Without the defense of mutually assured destruction, short of intercepting 100% of weapons 
of mass destruction before they enter our country, the best national defense tactic to defeat 
weapons of mass destruction is to disperse our populations over large areas at relatively low 


Testimony of Michael Caplin on Reauthorization Of and Potential Reforms To the Land and Water 
Conservation Fimdf April 22, 2015 Page 14 of 17 


204 


density. High density cities with large populations are equivalent to prime target zones for 
weapons of mass destruction. 

The federal government should be selling or granting land into private ownership in 
California and other western states, where it owns vast areas, making it available for people to 
disperse onto. It will take much time to disperse our populations. It is not prudent to wait until it 
is too late. 

Federal acquisition of yet more land is counterproductive to our nation's defense against 
weapons of mass destruction in the hands of religious extremists, and ultimately will aid them 
should the time come when they attack our nation with weapons of mass destruction, which is 
readily foreseeable over time. 

I believe there are people, radical environmentalists, who would not be bothered if the 
number of humans was reduced dramatically by such cataclysmic events as use of weapons of 
mass destruction on densely populated areas. My take is that those people could easily be the 
vanguard of the next great evil on our planet. They should not be helped, certainly not by our 
government. 

5. The L&WCF fosters fraud on American taxpayers 

Money made available through the L&WCF fosters fraud on American taxpayers. 

To justify acquisition of the Brazil Ranch, discussed above, statements like the following 
were made to the public, which appeared on the Trust for Public Land's website in 2002, 

"This is a great day for the environment and a great day for the Central Coast," 
said Congressman Farr. "Working together, the Trust for Public Land and the 
federal government have protected this stunning coastal treasure from being 
chopped into little subdivisions. 

Exhibit 5 is a screenshot of TPL's web page from Google's cache of web pages, with the 
above quote (the page was on TPL's website as of this writing). 

I believe that Congressman Farr, TPL and the Forest Service all knew that the Brazil Ranch 
was not in danger of being "chopped into little subdivisions." Rather, the 1,200 acre ranch had 
been in 9 separate parcels since the time it was homesteaded in the mid-l 800s. 

Below is an excerpt from a 2005 California Coastal Commission report on a Forest Service 
request for a consistency determination, in which the Forest Service is quoted as saying. 

The lands comprising today’s Brazil Ranch were homesteaded in the mid-1800s, 
including a parcel settled by John Brazil. In time, several of these early 
homesteads were sold to the Brazil family, who eventually gained title to nine 
original homestead lots comprising 1,200 acres and known collectively as the 
Brazil Ranch. . . . The property was later sold by the Funt Estate to a real estate 
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developer who had learned that the original homesteads remained recorded as 
nine separate tax lots which could potentially be developed. (Italics removed.) 

(See, http://www.coastal.ca.gOv/cd/8-2005-Th7c.pdf, page 6.) 

Due to local ordinances, building potential for the 1,200 acre ranch was one residence per 
parcel, for a total of 9 residences on the 1,200 acre ranch. However, 2 parcels already had homes 
on them. As a result, building potential was for 7 more residences on the 1,200 acre ranch. Due 
to the minimum subdivision parcel size of 320 acres for most of the land on the ranch, 
subdivision was essentially impossible, certainly impossible for "little subdivisions." 

The Brazil Ranch was on the market for years by Alan Funt's heirs for about $9.5 million. 

My understanding is that Woodside Partners purchased it for about that price. According to a 
local newspaper article, Woodside quickly sold an existing small parcel with one of the homes 
on it for about $7.5 million. My understanding is that Woodside then sold the ranch to TPL for 
$25 million, and about a year later TPL sold the ranch to the Forest Service receiving $28 
million. My understanding is that "conservation" groups like TPL sometime receive donations 
from people they helped sell land to government agencies, so it appears to me that TPL may have 
received more money in the form of a donation from Woodside as a result of the deal. 

Given the millions of dollars made by Woodside Partners and the Trust For Public Land on 
the sale of the Brazil Ranch to the Forest Service, and the minimal development potential for the 
ranch that was falsely promoted as being acquired to prevent it from being chopped into little 
subdivisions, it looks to me like the primary reason for the acquisition was the money to be made 
from the sale of the ranch to the Forest Service. Those millions of dollars came from American 
taxpayers. 

To me, the Brazil Ranch acquisition looks like fraud on American taxpayers, funded in large 
part by L&WCF dollars. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed above, the L&WCF should be allowed to sunset and not be 
reauthorized. In its place new law should be enacted to repeal all existing land acquisition 
authorities for federal agencies, remove wilderness with generous setbacks from the location of 
historic fuelbreaks and firebreaks and from all locations topographically suitable for such use, 
and to provide broad authority for federal agencies to sell and grant federal lands in western 
states to encourage dispersal of our populations at relatively low density to help make our nation 
more resistant to attacks by weapons of mass destruction. 

Rather than reauthorizing the L&WCF, new legislation should be enacted with a different 
name and purpose, perhaps The Existing Federal Lands Care and Maintenance Funding Act of 
2015, or better yet. The Act to Provide for Management and Disposal of Federal Lands to 
Protect Communities and Promote National Security. 

These proposed changes to law are especially important in the western states, where vast 
areas are already in federal ownership and the threat from wildfires is high. 
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These proposed changes are critical in California, where about half the land is in government 
ownership, mostly federal, about 12% of the U.S. population currently lives in cities on about 
6% of California's land, and relatively little other land is available to disperse our populations 
onto due to it being in use for commercial purposes. 

There is no club whose mission is to promote the security of our nation. Promoting 
protection of lives, property, and the security of our nation is properly the role of Congress, 
which 1 hope is not swayed to do otherwise by those with other priorities. 


Respectfully Submitted, 



Michael Caplin 
38751 Palo Colorado Rd. 
Carmel, CA 93923 
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EXHIBIT 2 


ca****irroN 


Tl'rnU4’& -Sirtlcs -5>4njiile 


WASKlNeTON.CkC. XMie 


January 28, 1980 


Dear Colleague, 

V.hen the Senate takes up H.R. 375?, the Omnibus Parks Bill, 1 
intend to offer an amendment to help protect the incredibly 
beautiful Big Sur coast of California. 

Currently there is a 3000 acre limitation on the total amount 
of land which the Forest Service can add to the Los Padres 
National Forest. Although the Forest Service is still within 
the statutory limit on expansion of the Los Padres, the 
Service is not able to acquire -- or even accept as a gift -- 
some very desirable parcels along the coast because they are 
very large and would immediately put the forest over the acreage 
limitation. My uiitemlment would remove the 30fln acre limit. 

It does not require the expenditure of federal funds, and it 
does not authorize any new monies. 

i am only proposing that the cap on Los Padres National Forest 
additions be lifted so that the Forest Service can accept 
donations of Big Sur lands. This is a stop gap measure to ajiow 
for Forest Service acquisition during a period when othec 
proposals to protect Big Sur may he considered. 

The jires.sures for the breakup of the large landholdings along 
the Big Sur coast are growing. \ anticipate that in the very 
near future there will be piopcMt.ies on the market which it would 
be in the public interest to acquire. Property owners at Big Sur 
may wish to make gifts or bargain sales to the federal goveriuuenl. 
It makes no sense to put an arbitrary limit’on the amount of 
Big Sur land the Forest Service can acquire in this fashion. 

The argument has been made that there should be hearings on Big 
Sur, and I agree. Hearings should be held on possible national 
park or seashore designation. But the amendment I will offer 
merely waives an arbitrary rule, and I see no great need for a 
hearing on whether to permit donations of Big Sur lainUs to the 
government and expansion of the Los Padres Forest in the interim. 

I hope that I will have your support on this amendment. It is 
important to me and to ail who know Big Sur and want to preserve 
It as It is today. 





ly, 
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jEXHIBIT 4, PG 1 

Bt ths l»am»mMT Qw 'turn BvArm or Aumm^^ 


A PBOCLAMAinOR 

WUKR?'’Ai^. it ii> pporule<i br action tw^niv-four of tiio ati of 
ifpr>rv»s'p<i .Search third, ^^teen hunjrrti and idwtY-onc. 
\ui c«3. r iJO; rf*pe«l fimbefHjiaitijre Jaws, uiud for uthsr ];fu- 

ihi? Pn'fehknt of the Vaitwi i^taEt’s may, ivimi lijn?* tt. 
(51110, ;».t apurt M\d resiiprve, in aa y Sttte or Torritori haviofi:. piihljo 
biOu UMiinj; forofits. in any part of the public lai)d« whidiy or m part 
<‘MV.'n;d u iUi rinsber or iitiiiergrowiSs, iftkeffter of avmhicroi&i ^ aPto oi 
■toi, as public n^s^fvatioiis, and the President shall, by p-ibiic prtxda 
mation. d^vUis* th^ oj^ablr^nwnt of eurljj rftwt'vaiion'i e*Kl th« jiirat-'- 
ihoreof ” ; ■ * 

Ai-td whtTCM*. tiu? public lands, ’in tbeintate of CalHorjug. which aiv 
hoivinuftcr sndicaiou. areiln part covert with tiinil>er, and it apJJorr^’ 
ihat ih«i public good would be promoted by setting apart sai*! lands 
s publir, fX'Strvation; 

f-arr** j'»'4MS*‘Te, therefore, I, Theodord KooseTeJt, Fresndeni of the United 

1 ».s »rasA States of Ainerka, virtue of the power in me vested t>y section 

twenty- four of the aloresaid act uf Congress, do proclaim tnat tb»rc 
art* hereby reserved from entry or settlement and set apart as a Public 
Kescrvatton, fur the use and lieneAt of (he iieonle, all the tracts of 
land, in the State of California, shown as the Monterey Forest Be- 
servc on the diagram forming a part hereof ; ‘ 

imM ass«e««& Excepting from the force and effect of this proclajoalUm all lauds 
which njay tiave. been, prior to tj^ date hereof, embraced in any Irgat 
entry or covered by aijv la wfub filing duly of record in the primer 
United States L^sna O^ce, or jiQJort which any valid settlement has 
been made pursuant to law, and the statutory period within w'hidh to 
make i*ntry or filing of record has not expired; Pr&vitied, that this 
exception shall not continue to apply to any particular tract of land 
tinli^ the enirymBn, settler, or claimant ^ntinucsdo comply with 
the law under which the eutrv, filing, or sfettlement was made. 

Warning is hereby expressly given to all persons not to luake settle- 
ment upon the lands reserved’by this proclamation. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1 have hereunto set my hand and 
caused the seal of the United States to be affixed. 

Ihme at the City of Washington this 25th day of dune, in 
the year of our Lord (me thousand nine hundred and 
[aiEAL.] six, and of the Independence of the United States the 
one hundred and thirtieth. 

THBOnoiUE Eo0MEVEt.T 

By the Presnient : 

BoAEar Bacon* 

Seere(ar^ of State, 


Michael Caplin testimony on 

Reautiiorization Of and Potentmi Reforms To the 

Land and Water Conservation Fund, April 22, 2015 
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Michael CapJm testiniony on 

Remithoriistion Of snd Potentmi Reforms To th& 

Land and Water Conservation Fund. April 22, 201 
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HOME OWWORK 
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Big Sur Coastland Protected (CA) 

SofrtsmJwr 24, 2002 
Califiirrfia 

SAN FRANCISCO. 9/24/02~The Trust for Public Land and Ihe USDA Forest 
Service announced today Sie public acquisition and addition to the Los Padres 
National Forest of the final 325 acres of the most beloved and photographed 
saction of the Big Sur Coast—lhe historic Braril Ranch, also known as Bie Bixby 
Ocean Ranch. The 125S-acre ranch, 13 miles soufii of Cornel, would have been 
split into nine separate properties and sold for dev^opment if it had not been 
purchased last year fay the nonprofit Trust for Public Land (TPL). TPL purchased 
this Big Sur coastal gem, easily identified by the historic Bixby Bridge on Highway 
1 , to protect it fi'om looming development said safeguard ite sweeping views, rocky 
shoreline, and magnificent roiling hills. 

Federal funding for the acquisition was obtained through the efforts of Senator 
Dianne Feinstein, Senator Barbara Boxer, and Congressman Sam Farr. 

(D-Carmel), "This is a great day for the environment and a great day For the 
Central Coast," said Congressman Farrv:!*Mfodyn 9 toge®i|ff^1he Trdst-fqf. f^ 
L^d.apd-thefedbraf government have stunRihgcotsf^lreasuire’ 

^orn being ;chopf:^:intD little sqbdfVretom. Now future generations can enjoy the 
jagged coastline and the ckamatic vistas, just as we do." Congressman Fan is a 
longtime advocate for the protection of the Sg Sur Coast, and a key member of 
tlie House Appropriations Committee. Senator Feinstein also played a vital role as 
a senior member of the Senate Interior Appropriations Subcommittee, which 
oversees funding for federal land conservation. 

"TPL is delighted to confinue its partnership with the Forest Service to promote 
the care of this majestic property," says Reed Holderman, Executive Director, 

TPL-California. "We are very thankful for the $2.5 million gift from a benevolent 
anonymous donor, generous gremts mads by the state Coastel Conservancy and 
the Wildlife Conservation Board, the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund 
monies, and a tow-interest bridge loan from the David and Lucile Packard 
Foundation, and, all of which made this conservation success possible. We are 
©specially' grateful for tbs support of U.S. Congressman Sam Far, Senator 


iof3 
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Dianne Feinstein, Senator Boxer, state Senator Bruce McPherson, and Assembly 
Speaker pro Tempore Fred Keeley." 

The Brazil Ranch is named for tfie pioneer family ttral worked ^ land for nearly a 
century as a farm, ranch, and dairy operaSon. Allen Funt of CatKlid Camera f^e 
purchased the land from Tony and Margaret Brazil m 1977 and operated it as a 
cattle ranch and horse breeding facility until WoodsW© Partners, prospective 
developers, bought the property in 2000. In October of yem. TPL stepped in 

to keep this prime real ©state off fte m^etand secure funding fw its public 
purchase. The Forest Service acquired 930 aaes of Uie ptoperVy from TPL in 
February of friis year. Today's completion of the rancor purchase creates an 
1 1 -mile stretch of permanency protected coasfrine beginning at the Bixby Bridge, 
extending south through Andrew Moiera State Park, and bordering the off^ore 
California Sea Otter State Game Refuge. 

Senator McPherson and AssemWyman Keeley co-authored a request for $5 
militon that was allocated to the California Coastal Conservancy for frie Brazil 
Ranch purchase. 

"The Brazil Ranch is an environmental and recreafronal jewel. I am thrBled to have 
helped protect this properly for future generafiOTs." comments state Senator 
Bruce McPherson (R-Santa Cruz). 

"The Brazil Ranch acquisition is the product of hard wterk by all the parfies 
involved. It is critical, especially in this era of budgeta’y consfraints, to work 
together to save California's spsciai places. Big Sur is one of those places that 
deserves our whole-hearted efforts to ccsiserve." said AsswnWy Speaker pro 
Tempore Fred Keeley (D-Boulder Creek). 

The Forest Service and the Trust for Public Land will continue worWng in 
partnership over the coming months, along with members of the public, to develop 
a vision for the property that integrates community values with the land's unique 
natural and cultural resources. 

"The Brazil Ranch is a special place where history, beauty and spirituality merge." 
said Los Padres National Forest Supervisor Jeanine Derby. "Protecting those 
qualities is very important to us, suid to that end we will work with local 
stakeholders on a vision for future stewardship of the land. One conc^t we plaj^ 
to explore is a way of melding science, resource conservation and the aits to help 
enhance people's experience, understanding and appreciation for the Big Sur 
coast," she added. 

According to Monterey Disfrict Ranger John Bradford, the Forest Service is 
currentiy involved in a public process to revise toe overall management plan for 
the 1,75 million-acre national forest “The Forest Plan will address appropriate 
access and uses of ail of the acc^ired lands within the Big Sur area, including the 
Brazil Ranch," said Bradford. ’We welcome the [Xjblic’s participation in this effort." 
he added. 

In the short term, John Moon, who has lived and worked on the Brazil Ranch 
since the time it was owned by the Funts. will rxintinue as on-site caret<»er of the 
property. "My family and I have been dedicated stewards of this randi for over 25 
yaai s. We feel privileged to be able to continue our commitment to this unique 
property with TPL and the Forest Service,' Moon. 
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For moie information about interim management of the Brazil Ranch, contact 
John Biadfoi'd at (831 1 385-5434. For more informaticm alxjut Los Padres 
National Forest and opportunities to be involved in the land management plaining 
process, visit www.rS.ls.fed.us/f©spadr«s or contact fie Los Padres National 
Fores! Public Affairs Office at (80S} 968-6640. 

TPL is a national land conservation organization dedicated to conserving land for 
people as parks, greenways, wilderness areas and nabffa), historic and cutoff 
resources for future generations. Founded in 1972, TPL has protected more than 
1 .4 million acres nationwide. For mwe than 20 yesffs, TPL has worked witi the 
Big Sur Land Trust and other organizations to protect more than 6,000 acres of 
Caiifoi nia's pristine Big Sur coastline. 


Our Work 

Parks lor People 
Our Land and Water 


Expertise 

Research 
Research libra/y 
Conservation toots 
parkseoie.tpl org 


About 

Board members 

Leadership 

Jobs 

Rnanciats 

Offices 

Contacl 


Support Us 

Donate Online 
Planned Giving 
Ways to Give 
Coiporale partneiships 
Ou' ratings 
Trips 


Where we work 

Working ftoni moretnan tkooticesnalorivritle. Th« Trust lor Public Land olfers a range ol ss'vx-as to maet Swcwtse.’vaion needs itie 2isl century 
Wc help communities raise tunds. ccrduci researcti and planning, acquire and protect lend, and design anu renovate parks, playgrounds, trails, atrd 
gardons. 

o 


DHHH 


Join our i?niail list 


Til* Trust lor Public Land Is an IRS approved SOI (c)(3) tax'Bwmpt 
orgamraiion Alt donations aieiax daduct'bi* to 'he extent piovidedCiv 
lavr. Our Fedarsi tdonrinnarlcp. Number rEnu;- li73-7?2S333. 

(BJCi.F The Trust tor Public (.and 


TsrrnsclUss ! Privacy PoUcy i Legal Disclosure 



Soi^ 18 Mis'zOrO&aOMT-CITtJOCPaciflcaatidaid 
Saved by UnMHT tto.T J.0.5 


3 or 3 


215 



CATALYST 

Wfidstrsess Tfierapy Program 


G^aly^ Wilderness I'herap^' Program 
1 SIS SE SS"" Ave.. Portland, OR 972 1 4 
Phone: (541) 514-05S1 
Visit www.C^tvstV ildei-negi.oTj 
Email; Bri@&taivstwildeniess.org 
ElN; 46-2455924 


April 17, 2015 

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
Chairman 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
304 Dirksen Senate Building 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Energy and Natara! Resources 
304 Dirksen Senate Building 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chainnan Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell; 

I wanted to write a letter of my support for the numerous efforts being made to assist in the 
sustainability of our Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), despite pressure to re-arrange 
funds and allocate elsewhere. LWCF was created nearly SO years ago to serve different, diverse and 
equally critical needs and to provide a permanent investment in conservation and outdoor recreation 
on behalf of the American people. There was a tremendous amount of foresight applied to the 
creation and purpose of this fund from the onset, designed to counteract future pressures. 

Catalyst Wilderness Therapy Program is a non-profit wilderness therapy organization dedicated to 
serving teenagers iit the foster care system via highly .specialized backcountty settings to the Paciat 
Northwest LWCF is a key tool for provide access to public lands and for protecting special places. In 
Washington, LWCF has invested more than $500 million in places like Olympic National Park, Pacific 
Crest Trail, and Alpine Lakes Wilderness. In Oregon, it has invested more than $300 million in places 
like Mount Htmd National Forest, Three Sisters Wilderness, and the remote Steens Mountain; 


Unfortunately, LWCF expires in September 2015. In addition, each ye^r Congress siphons off millions 
of dollars of the fund into unrelated projects, to the tune of $17 billion over the program's SO-year 
history. We need Congress to reauthorize and fully fund this program so it can continue as intended, 
providing parks, public lands and outdoor recreation for all Americans, including the most 
marginalized among us. 

Sincerely, 

Brianne Condon, Executive Director 
Catalyst Wilderness Therapy Program 


c'c. Senator Ron Wyden 
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August IS, 2014 

Senator Ron Wysfen 
U. S. Senate 

223 Oirteen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20S10 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

As 5 global company with deep Oregon roots, we at CH2M HILL pride ourselves on our commitment 
to sustainability and the environment. That's why we want to tahe a moraenb Senator, to thank you (or 
your similar cominitment Your leadership on the Land and WaterConservation Fund (LWCF) has 
truly had a lasting impact on Oregon. 

FiUids from LWCF have enabled land acquisition programs to protect some of our «(»t scenfc vistas, 
like the rocky outcroppings of Smith Rock State Park and the majesty of Cape Kiwanda. Funds from 
LWCF have built boat ramps and marinas in Hood River, recreational fecUities like swimming podb 
and tennis courts in Enterprise, park shelters and public restrooms at parks in Grants Pass, and public 
plazas like Pioneer Courthouse Square in Forftand. Every project has been welcomed in its communily 
for its particular benefils: the improved access to recreation, Bie conservation of natural labtaf, file 
preservation of unspoiled beauty. 

With our engineering expertise, CH2M tBLL endeavors to "solve file world's complex ptobleBls fe 
water, energy, fiie environment and development by promoting economic growth and social inclusion," 
We recognize that monies from LWCF also promote economic growth, by employing engineering iSrins 
like ours, construction workers, facility managers, and the many adjunct businesses that arise from 
recreational opportunities to serve both local lesidente and tourists alike. 

to short, LWCF provides multi-faceted benefite to Oregonians in every corner of this stunning state, 
and your leadership in support of LWCF is truly appreciated. Thank you. 


Sincerely, 



CtevidKnowtes 
Portiand Area Manager 
CH2MMtt,L 


ARCHmsete: BNoiNBHRa cewffimoeTtms 
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O Hillsboro 

OREGON 


November 4, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 

223 Dirksen Senate Office BuMdirig 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

It's afways a pleasure to take a moment to appreciate people for their efforts, rather than ask 
them for something, so I am relishing this opportunity to thank you tor your (eadersWp on the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), which has had such a slgrtiflcant po^ive impact to 
the Hillsboro area. 

As Mayor, I can say with confidence that LWCF has made a lasting difference to the residents 
and businesses of the Hillsboro area. Renovations completed at Shute Park Is a great example 
of an important improvement funded by LWCF. This facility is always in use, appreciated by 
Hillsboro residents, and those who spend their working hours in Hillsboro, but mi#t take the 
time for a lunchtime Jog th rough the park. As I think about It, the construction of Stub Stewart 
State Park and the Elk Refuge in Jewell are two more standout examples of LWCF fonddd 
projects in this region, as are the recreational Improvements at nearby Hagg Lake. 

Projects like these provide our citizens with more than the opportunity to appreciate riature: 
they also contribute to the superb quality of life that lures talented people to the economic 
drivers of the Hillsboro area, like Intel, Genentech, FEI, and SolarWortd. These companies often 
have to compete nationaKy, and even giobatiy, for skilled workers and the wonderful outdoor 
recreation opportunities that have been funded by LWCF help Hillsboro differentiate Itself as a 
highly desirable community to live, work, and play. 

In short, LWCF helps the City of Hillsboro live up to our city motto, "Growing great things,* ?» 
and i am sincerely grateful for your past and continuing leadership on this much- valued 

program. 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF HILLSBORO 



Mayor 


, 1 50 E Main S»r«», a®ga, OT 23-«!2e aa,a8I.ai» f« 503,481,4232 m 
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iC3' TR^^.ST■S. 


Together, For Oregon's Land. 

hpnll7^2m 

The H0narabie tisaMa^wski 
Otairmah 

Comsuft^ on hlaltoal g^ources 

tfnited St^es Senate 
304 I>irkaeaS^^e Btal(&ig 
Washingfen, PC 2®10 


S^«e fountains Ccnsfirvsncj 
R5ue Mountain Und trust 
Central Caasl Land Conservancy 
CofUffiWa land Trust 
OsschyteslsndTrast 
Friends of the Columbia Gorge Land Trust • 
GrsenbsMlarKl Trust 


Tlie Honorable Maria Cantwc^ 

Rankit^ Member 

Commilteenn^rer^ar^ Natural gesources 
United States Senate 
304 DirksenS^tate Boilding 
Washingtcfiv PC2^Q 

The Honorable Ron Wyden 
Memter 

ComiTutt^ on Efter^ and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
221 Dirksen Senate Building 
Washington/ DC 20510 


KismaOi lake Land Trust 
Lows? NshslemCoBwiMjriJty Trust 


Pear Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell/ and 
Senator Wyden: 


WdtaRd« Wwer Trust 
Hwth C®8S« Und Conservancy 
Oregon kansolnad Trust 
Sojjtherfl Oregon Land CwnsBfvJmcy 
Tlte CotHiervatlof! Fund 
The Wnture Conswysm^ 


The Coalition of Oregon Land Trusts (ODLT) thanks you for your 
conservation leadership and support of full and dedicated funding 
and ^authorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
p,WCF). We look forward to hearing the discussioiT by the Senate 
Energy and Natural Resources Committee regarding this vital 
program, one that enables Ameficans to get outside, visit local parks, 
and keep working lands working. 


TheTwtforpuWiUaikl 
Wallowa land tr«st 
WBWRiswsUndTrMSt 


Land trusts work with local communities to protect cleait watei" and 
wildlife habitat preserve open lands, maintain working farms, and 
retain the social and economic values that make Oregem spedal 
Collectively, COLT members have permanently conserved more than 
300,(KK) acres of important private conservation lands that provide 
clear public benefits acrcras the state. 



LWCFhas become a "toolbox" of essential tools for communities to 
use to protect their natural resources and quality of life. Through 
working forest conservation easements, dw Forest Legacy Program 
protects working forests and the jobs and conserv^ation benefits they 
provide. LWCF also funds collaborative, local efforts to conserve 
wildlife habitat. And, d\e LWCF state assistance grant program helps 
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the stale and local agencies create and enhance parks and develop close-to-home recreational 
facilities for all Oregonians. 

LWCF has helped land trusts in Oregon protect many important places for communities. For 
example, currently the Wallowa Land Trust is working with Wallowa County to secure LWCF 
dollars that will prevent homes from being built on shores of the iconic Wallowa Lake, instead 
keep that land working via forestry, ranching, and recreation. 

Far from being broken, LWCF works. Currently, half of LWCF dollars go directly to states for 
local projects. Every county in Oregon has received LWCF dollars through the state grants 
program to support playgrounds where kids can play, and fields where they can hit their first 
T-bail. LWCF projects are driven by local communities, and only the best projects with the most 
local support make it to the top to compete for funds. 

LWCF also makes federal land management more efficient - not less - by allowing federal 
agencies to fill in gaping holes in our parks, forests, and other public lands. In other words, 
LWCF helps make park maintenance cost less, not more. For example, LWCF projects in the 
wildland-urban interface decrease firefighting costs. Land trusts in Oregon frequently partner 
with federal agencies to forward LWCF projects that help reduce maintenance costs. 

LWCF is a shining example of a bipartisan model of government that works to support local 
communities and local economies. The reforms to LWCF being proposed are based on 
misperceptions about LWCF and how it is used, and they threaten the promise Congress made 
to the American people 50 years ago. We strongly urge you and your colleagues to resist the cal! 
for counterproductive changes to LWCF as it works it ways through the reauthorization 
process, and instead hold LWCF up as a shining example of an efficient and effective toolbox 
for every state and county in American to access for community-based conservation, recreation, 
and historic preservation. 


Sincerely, 



Kelley Earner 

Executive Director 

keIley@oregonlandtTUSts,org 
office: 503,719.4732 
cell: 503.348.9612 
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December 5, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

As I’m sure you're aware, the mission of Confluence is to connect people to place 
through art and education. We create spaces that promote moments of insight about the 
confluence of culture, history and ecology along the Columbia River system. We have 
now completed four of the six planned sites along the 438 mile stretch of river, from the 
mouth of the Columbia to the gateway to Hell's Canyon, 

As I've traveled along the river, I've come to recognize that other conservation and 
recreation projects across Oregon and Washington's shared border have enabled 
access to the mighty Columbia, allowing us to appreciate both its beauty and its riches. I 
want to take a moment. Senator, to applaud you for your unflagging efforts to 
reauthorize the Land and Water Conservation Fund, whic^ has made many of those 
precious sites possible. 

From Fort Stevens on the Oregon's north coast to Minam State Park along fte Wallowa 
River, LWCF funds have made a difference. Projects large and small - the Columbia 
Gorge National Scenic Area and a boat basin in The Dalles — so many spectacular 
areas protected and recreational opportunities enhanced for the citizens of the Pacific 
Northwest, and the many visitors who flock to here to partake in our scenic beauty and 
learn our history. 

Senator Wyden, I know both Oregon and Washington would be diminished without the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund, and 1 hope that you will persevere through the 
lame duck session to see that this truly important piece of legislation is reauthorized by 
Congress. 


Sincerely, 



Colin Fogarty 
Executive Director 


f'ftu 0i:osiiiway #144 VsBcouvar WA8P83 f W 3M,S93,dlW } wWKSt-niawie^-Bjeei. et-p f I #• 
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August 13, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 
U. S. Senate 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

As it says on our website, "To us, there's no better feeling than knowing you've made a lasting 
impact on a place you love." That's why Grafts would like to take a moment to thank you, 
Senator. You have made a lasting impact on Oregon — and the Pacific Northwest, and the 
nation, for that matter - with your leadership on the Land and Wafer Conservation Fund 
(LWCF). 

Crafts is a nonprofit community development financial institution with a missloh to strengthen 
economic, ecological and family resilience in Pacific Northwest communities. We know that we 
are making a difference, by providing loans to entrepreneurs, nonprofits, individuals and others 
who don't normally have access to financing. We are supporting long-term, place-based 
strategies that Bnk rural and urban communities of the Pacific Northwest. And the millions of 
dollars that have flowed into Oregon and Washington over the 50 years of LWCF's existence 
have done the same, creating recreational opportunities for our citizens and visitors, and 
preserving watenways, wetlands, and forests for our fish and wildlife, our birds and plants and 
trees. 

But the benefits of LWCF dollars extend far beyond environmental impacts. These furids 
enhance the ecpnomio health of the communities where they're invested. The Cape Kiwahda 
tand acquisition in Tillamook County is a perfect example: protection of that stunning point of 
land has helped spur the development of nearby hotels, RV parks, restaurants and brewpubs, 
bringing mu^-needed employment to area where jobs have been scarce. 

AtCrafta, we are always looking for creative, effective, triple-bottom-tine opportunities to 
achieve our mission. It is programs tike LWCF, which we can leverage, that provide a 
tremendous boost to our success. And it is leaders Bke you who help us reach our dream of 
making a lasting impact on a place we love. 

Thank you, Senator Wyden, for your ongoing leadership on this very important issue. 


Sincerely, 



John Serdes 
President S CEO 
Crafts 

P.O Box 828 1 203 HoSwrtBS Way. S.6 Ittnsro, WA9«4-0^ jT«Saoa«,4JB51 Fax3804SS-487O | ww.osKsiS 
omxs aeaacf In Astam, Owgm 1 SsMt Oa0m ) PmtlmH Oisgm i awseo, Wammo ! Pm Aam»s, msMngm i S«a«e, 

Smtmtmli^syBspM 
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October 15 , 2014 


Senator Ron Wydeti 

221 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 


911 NE 11th Ave, Strife 630 
Portland, OR, 97232 


Via Fax: (202) 228-2717 
Dear Senator Wyden, 

I know that you've been working diligently to reaufliorize the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF) and I thought I'd take just a montent to give you the 
encouragement and appredation for your efforts that you so richly deserve. 

I read recently of your call to permanently fund LWCF, and I share your passion for this 
important legislation, which has done so much to "preserve special places in Oregon 
and across America," as you so eloquently pnit it. 

In Portland alone, LWCF monies have funded recreation improvements at Irving Park 
and Kelly Point Park, as well as the Swan Island Esplanade, all of which are either in 
my District, or just a short bike ride away. LWCF ddlais have also expanded or 
improved facilities at Delta Park, Blue LAe Park, Sellwood Riverfront Park* the Leach 
Botanical Garden, and the Marquam Trail. Each one of these sites l8 used W thousands 
of people every year, and I am sure few if any of the many hikers, birdwatchers, 
gardeners and sports enthusiasts who take advantage of these remarkable public ^aces 
have any idea how they are funded. 

LWCF is a critical component in creating Ae amenities Aa t make life better In raties 
across Ae nation, as well as preserving wildlife areas, creating worfcingioreste, and 
protecting wetlands in rural areas of Oregon and Aese great United States. 

1 wholeheartedly encourage you to ccaitinue your efforts to persuade your colleagues of 
Ae value of LWCF, and I thank you for your work. 


nf'#are*J v 



Representative Lew Frederick 


OKisi Addrgss; 900 Court Si, Satem, OB • }>!»»: »S'96B-i«3 ■ Emelt rap.:ewfrertis!«<estste.et.»s 
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To Whom It May Concern, 


As a current service member, I'd like to take a moment to reflect on why i believe that United States' 
public lands mean so much to me. Spending time in the national and state parks and forests is a great 
way to decompress from all the cumulative effects of the stress and hardships that veterans experience 
during their service. It is also a strong reminder of some of the reasons we, as service members, go and 
make the sacrifices we do in the service of the nation. It is important for veterans to have access to the 
serene and recreational landscapes that our nation has to offer. 

Being an Oregonian, I personally make time whenever possible to venture off into the national forests 
and other parks with my family, with my dog and often alone, t find that these excursion center me and 
keep me refreshed and able to meet the daily challenges I seek out in my professional and personal life. 
Between hiking, running, camping, fishing, skiing, climbing and a plethora of other outdoor activities i'm 
not sure what I would do without the great outdoor settings that our vast country offers us. 

I recently discovered a program called the Land and Water Conservation Fund. It is such an incredible 
tool for protecting the lands that i spend time in. Without using a dime of taxpayer dollars, we have 
been able to not only maintain our beautiful lands but enhance them. 

I would certainly encourage you to make sure that this valuable program continues as it has for the last 
50+ years and that the funding is available to do Just that. 


Sincerely, 

2LT Timothy Mart 
Engineer Officer 
Oregon National Guard 
Hillsboro, Oregon 
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K^' Metro I Making a great place 
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November 17, 2014 


1'he Honorable Ron Wyden 
United States Senate 
221 Dirksen Senate Office Bldg, 
Washinglon, D.C 20510 


Dear Senator Wyden, 

On behalf of the Metro Gounctl, I wanted to take a moment and thank you for your efforts on 
reauthorizing the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). This legislation has been a 
significant tool in helping make the tri-county area a great place for 50 years-and we need it to 
continue. 

The fund is perfectly aligned with Metro’s mission. As you know, the people of the Portland 
metropolitan area care deeply about protecting natural areas and preserving water quality. The 
voters of the region have empowered Metro to acquire more than 16,000 acres of parks, trails, and 
natural areas, from wild forests like Chehalem Ridge to urban natural areas like Scouters Mountain. 
This is in.addition to many local parks and open space investments. The goals of these itivestmenis, 
just like the LWCF, are to improve water quality, restore habitat and create new recreational 
opportunities for Oregonians and those who visit our great state. 

The LWCF is an absolutely critical finance tool for helping realize this vision. Since the original 
legislation was authorized in 1964, more than $55 million in fundshavebeen distributed across 
Oregon. Most recently the fund supported park renovation in the city of Hillsboro, helping 
modernize a facility thatprovides access to a community swimming and recreational fadlity. As the 
former mayor of Hillsboro, I tell you from experience that these investments help people of all 
incomes stay healthy and active. 

Again, we want to thank you for your continued work to protect public lands and invest in pur 
communities. Our local parks, wilderness areas, and other public lands support local jobs and active 
lifestyles. Your leadership to sustain them through reautborization of LWCF is critical for our 
regfoh’s hiture. 


Sincerely, 



Tom Hughes 

Metro Council President 
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^OREGON STAtE SENATE 
SOOOWWTSTNE 
SAUEM, OR 97301 


July 30, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

I know that you've been working diligently to reauthorize the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF) and I thought I'd take just a moment to give you the 
encouragement and appreciation for your efforts that you so richly deserve, 

1 read yesterday of your cal! to re-authorize the LWCF, noting its 50th anniversary, 
and 1 share your passion for this important legislation which has done so much to 
"preserve special places in Oregon and across America,” as you so eloquently put it 

In Portland alone, LWCF monies have created numerous recreational opportunities 
including improvements and expansion of Powell Butte Park, Argay City Park, and 
the Leach Botannical Gardens all of which are either in my District, or ju.st a short 
bike ride away. These facilities are used by literally tens of thousands of people 
every year, and 1 have no doubt the many hikers, birdwatchers, gardeners and 
sports enthusiasts who take advantage of these remarkable public spaces have no 
idea how they were funded. 

LWCF fs a critical component in creating the many amenities enjoyed in cities across 
the nation, as well as the preservation of wildlife areas, the creation of working 
forests, and the protections of wetlands in the more rural area.s of Oregon and these 
great United States. 

J wholeheartedly encourage you to continue in your efforts to persu le yo 
colleagues of the value of LWCF, and I thank you for your work. 


Sincerely, 




226 





April 20, 2015 


The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
Chairman 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell: 

The Mountaineers, founded in 1906, is a nonprofit outdoor education, conservation, and recreation 
organization whose mission is "to enrich the community by helping people explore, conserve, learn 
about and enjoy the lands and waters of the Pacific Northwest and beyond." Based in Seattle, 
Washington, we have over 13,000 members and guests - a passionate, engaged community of people 
who knowledgeable and care about the outdoors. We work to protect the outdoor experience for 
current and future generations. 

We are writing today in light of the April 22"'^ hearing on the reauthorization and potential reforms to 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to share our community's perspectives on the invaluable 
role the LWCF has in creating opportunities for conservation and outdoor recreation. 

The LWCF is the only is the only federal program dedicated to the continued conservation and access to 
recreation in our national parks, forests, wildlife refuges, wilderness, monuments, and other federal 
conservation lands, as well as creating and developing state and local parks. We believe that the LWCF 
is one of our nation's most important conservation programs. Protecting our nation's, and Washington 
State's, natural places so we all have access to recreate is imperative to the future of conservation and 
growing the outdoor recreation economy. LWCF has funded many projects that our membership enjoys, 
include close-in opportunities for nature, like the Mount Si Conservation Area, as well as wilderness- 
based projects, both very important to our human-based recreation community. If it is not reauthorized 
in essentially its current form, critical lands and outdoor recreation sites all across the country will be at 
risk. 

We urge the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee and the House Natural Resources 
Committee to resist the call for counterproductive changes to LWCF as they work through the 
reauthorization process, and instead hold LWCF up as a shining example of an efficient and effective 
toolbox for every state and county in America to tap into when in order to address their community- 
based conservation and recreation needs and opportunities. 


Sincerely, 



Executive Director, The Mountaineers 
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Additional Written Comments of National Recreation and Park Association 
National Association of State Park Directors, and 
National Association of State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers 

Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
Regarding April 22, 2015 Committee Hearing on the Reauthorization and 
Potential Reforms to the Land and Water Conservation Fund 

May 6, 2015 


Chairman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell, the National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) 
provided written testimony, in concert with the National Association of State Park Directors (NASPD), 
for the April 22, 2015 hearing on the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). We appreciate this 
opportunity to provide additional comments for the hearing record, with the assistance of the National 
Association of State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers (NASORLO). 

While Committee members were afforded their opportunity to ask questions of the panel of speakers. 
Deputy Secretary' of the Interior, Michael Conner, was asked by Senator Jolm Barrasso of Wyoming what 
the Administration believed constituted a “fair and equitable” percentage distribution of overall LWCF 
dollars between the federal and “stateside” of the program. Deputy Secretary Conner responded that, 

“We (the Administration) look at the allocation in our budget as being actually 60% going to the federal 
side and 40% going to the stateside.. .” and he went on to explain the “additional grant programs which 
had been developed” which, in tlieir view constituted a total of 40% of overall LWCF dollars going to the 
“stateside” of the program and that the Interior Department's FY 20 1 6 budget request reflects that 
amount. 

Our organizations deem important that we respond to these comments by clarifying exactly what are state 
grants, consistent with the language and original purposes of the LWCF, and what we define as the 
“Stateside” component of the LWCF. We prefer to be clear in stating our interest in the LWCF is 
specifically with the State Assistance Program - formula grants to the States for local conservation and 
active recreation. The State Assistance Program is one of the original core tenants and priorities of the 
program from when the LWCF was created in 1964. Further, the original Act designated that tire 
distribution of annual funding for the LWCF be allocated as follows: 

SEC. 4. (a) ALLOCATION.— There shall ... 

(i) the appropriation therein made shall be available in the ratio of 60 per centum for State 
purposes and 40 per centum for Federal purposes. ... 

Source: www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/ST.ATVTE-IS/pdf'STATUTE-JS-PgSOI.pdf 

Again, at the time, the “State purposes” designated under the Act w'as the State Assistance Program. As 
explained in the written testimony submitted by the NASPD with the assistance of the NRPA, through 
legislative changes and diversions, the State Assistance portion of the fund has been efiectively squeezed 
to the point of being no more tlian 12% to 13% of total LWCF appropriations since 1998. 
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This is a direct result of adding loosely defined “related purposes” as eligible uses for LWCF dollars. 
These “related purposes” or new programs were added to the law in 1 997. While certainly sen ing 
worthwhile goals, these additional accoimts are NOT wdiat we determine to be “State purposes” as 
intended under the original Act. 

For example, the “related purposes” which the Administration is attempting to include under the 
“Stateside” umbrella, are NOT subject to the same conditions placed upon the State Assistance Program. 
These “related” programs: 

• Are NOT incorporated, or even considered, under tlie LWCF mandated “Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan” (SCORP) which defines priorities and the manner 
which states intend to utilize their State Assistance funding over what is typically a five-year 
period. The SCORP is supposed to be used, in tandem with an “open selection process” when 
making decisions on all state uses of the grant funding. 

• Being outside of the SCORP process, these programs are not managed with the direct assistance 
of the State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officer - a governor-appointed position required under 
tlie State Assistance Program. 

• These programs are identified as “voluntary” and "highly competitive” indicating that states 
cannot depend on receiving funding in a given year for these purposes and that major decisions 
with regard to where the funding ends up are being made in Washington, DC. 

• Projects funded under these “related purposes” are not subject to the same financial threshold of 
the dollar-for-dollar match which is required of all projects funded through the State Assistance 
Program, 

• Finally, tliese “related purposes” include programs which are not under the management or 
responsibility of the Department of the Interior, but which, over time, have utilized over $650 
million in direct LWCF support. 

While we recognize the considerable competing priorities, and acknowledge the \vojrthwhile purposes 
these programs were created to address, any honest review will confirm that they are NOT the same, in 
manner or purpose, as the “State puiposes” laid out in the original Act. Tlierefore, claiming that “40% 
(of existing LWCF support) is going to the stateside,” of the program is misleading, if not disingenuous. 

For the record, w'e bring to the Committee’s attention Deputy Secretaty Connors own comments 
regarding the Administration's FY2016 Budget request. It includes a total of $400 million in 
discretionary fimding for tlie LWCF with the $50 million ( 12.5%) allocated to the State Assistance 
Program continuing the pattern of falling well short of a fair and equitable percentage being made 
available for state and local outdoor recreation. We note that it would take $ 160 million of overall 
LWCF appropriations to the State Assistance Program to achieve the 40% threshold - the minimum 
percentage of annual appropriations the law- currently requires be made available for federal land 
acquisition (“Federal purposes” under the original Act). 
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Further, the same budget request includes what can best be described as an “optimistic” vision of 
providing an additional $500 million of “permanent” flmding for the LWCF which the Administration 
could than claim gets us to the “flill funding” authorized amount of $900 million. Even at that level, the 
amoiuit envisioned for State Assistance is $100 million, with an additional $25 million designated for the 
moribund Urban Park and Recreation Recoverv’ Program (UPARR). Therefore, even under a “full 
funding” scenario, the Administration views providing a grand total of 13% to state and local 
conservation and outdoor recreation as adequate to address existing needs and priorities - including less 
than 3% of total LWCF resources specifically taigeting the needs of “urban” communities. 

Finally, we reiterate that what we find has gotten lost in the ongoing discussion over the rcauthorization 
of the LWCF is, first and foremost, the issue of fairness in how' LWCF dollars are being distributed. For 
nearly 50 years the bulk of the w'ork to carry' out the purpose of the Act has fallen on local communities to 
handle alone. While four-out-of-five Americans live in larger metropolitan areas, the LWCF is now' only 
providing about 13% of overall funding to the very' program - State Assistance -- w'hich impacts people 
where they live, and recreate, the most. Urban communities, in particular, suffer from the severe lack of 
resources currently being made available through the State Assistance Program. 


W'e conclude by stating that w’e value preserving and providing access to our “national treasures” for all 
to enjoy, but we want to remind you that many treasured places and areas are NOT located on federal 
property. We respectfully reiterate our request that Congress embraces this opportunity to update the 
LWCF to reflect 2 1 ” Century' needs and priorities and provide a fair and balanced allocation to the State 
Assistance Program tliat resembles the original intent of the law. 


Faithfully submitted by: 

Tim Hogsett 
President 

National Association of 
State Outdoor 
Recreation Liaison 
Officers (NASORLO) 
4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, TX 78744 
(512) 468-0453 
tim.liogsett@tpwd.texas.gov 


Lewis Ledford 
Executive Director 
National Association of 
State Park Directors 
(NASPD) 

P O. Box 91567 
Raleigh, NC 27675 
(919)218-9222 
lewis@naspd.org 


Kevin O’Hara 
Vice President 
National Recreation and 
Park Association (NRPA) 
22377 Belmont Ridge Rd 
Ashbum, VA 20148 
(202) 520-1084 
kohara@nrpa.org 
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National Trust for 
Historic Presejfvation 

.Sayettepcut, tndch tfwfi^arg. 


statement of the National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Before the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
Hearing on the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
May 6, 2015 

Madame Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and Members of the Committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to present the National Tnist for Historic Preservation’s perspectives 
on the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). My name is Thomas J. Cassidy, Jr. and I 
am the Vice President of Government Relations and Policy. 

The National Trust for Historic Preservation is a privately-funded nonprofit organization 
chartered by Congress in 1949 to facilitate public participation in the preservation of sites, 
buildings, and objects of national significance or interest. The National Trust has more than 
750,000 members and supporters. Headquartered in Washington, D.C., with 13 field offices 
and 27 historic sites, the National Trust takes direct, on-the-groiind action when historic sites 
are threatened, advocates to save America’s heritage, and strives to create a cultural legacy that 
is as diverse as the nation itself, so all can take pride in the American stoiy. 

In addition to the importance of the LWCF, I will also address the need and opportunities to 
address the maintenance back log of the National Park Service (NFS), the need to reauthorize 
and fully fund the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) and other programs that could derive 
funding from federal Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) receipts. 

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). The National Trust for Historic 
Preservation supports full and dedicated funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
This fund provides essential funding for land acquisitions to fulfill the promise of our federal 
lands, including historic resources managed by federal and state agencies. 

Three-quarters of national park units were established to protect our country's most important 
historic and cultural resources. These places include such national treasures as Ellis Island 
National Monument, Gettysburg National Battlefield, Chaco Cultural National Historic Park and 
the Washington Monument. Over the past two decades, the NFS has added over 30 new park 
units which are predominantly historical and cultural. These new parks that help tell the stories 
of all Americans include Fort Monroe National Monument, Ctear E. Chavez National 
Monument, and the Harriet Tubman Underground Railroad National Monument. 

The LWCF has provided investments to acquire land essential to protecting many of our 
most significant historic and cultural landscapes, including the Flight 93 National Memorial, 
Minidoka National Historic Site, Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, Gettysburg National 
Military Park, Martin Luther King Jr. National Historic Site, Canyons of the Ancients National 
Monument, and Harpers Ferry National Historic Park. 

The American Battlefield Protection Program, which is funded by the LWCF, has protected 
numerous Civil War battlefields and is now authorized to protect War of 1812 and Revolutionary 
Water battlefields. Many of these sites continue be at risk of permanent loss. In 2007, the NFS 
reported that of 667 identified sites associated with the Revolutionary War and War of 1812, as 
many as 335 sites have been lost, destroyed or extremely fragmented. 
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Our System of National Parks and Protected Areas Continues to Evolve. Our parks 
and protected areas tell the story of America - and our history is still being written. 

The Center for American Progress (CAP) recently issued “Better Reflecting Our Country’s 
Growing Diversity,” a report that documents both the progress that has been made and the 
work remaining to create a system of protected lands that more accurately reflect the evolving 
diversity of places, cultures and beliefs of our nation. The CAP report documents that 24% of 
460 identified parks and monuments have a primary purpose of recognizing historic figures, 
cultures or important events of traditionally underrepresented communities; 63 of the 112 sites 
have a primary focus on American Indians or Native Alaskans. However, only 26 focus on 
African Americans, 19 on Latinos, 8 on women, 4 on Native Hawaiians and 2 on Asian 
Americans. No such parks and monuments focus on historic figures in the Lesbian, Gay, 
Bisexual and Transgender community. Congress and the Administration also have a 
responsibility to maintain and repair our national parks and federal lands. 

Our system of national parks is not done. In a representative democracy, besides protecting 
areas of spectacular beauty and natural resource values, our national parks should tell the 
history and stories of all Americans. We can be sure that LWCF investments will continue to be 
important to protect our nation’s history into the future. 

Maintenance Bacldog. A number of Senators and witnesses noted that the choice is not fully 
funding the LWCF or addressing the maintenance backlog. Plainly, the NPS maintenance 
backlog of more than Sn billion demonstrates that additional investments and new strategies 
are necessary if we are to meet our stewardship responsibilities. 

But, halting the creation of new parks or preventing acquisition of key properties necessary to 
better manage and tell the story of the parks is not the way to meet the stewardship of our parks. 
Diverting the LWCF from its rich tradition of adding to our system of parks and protected lands 
to address maintenance needs would limit the legacy we protect and pass on to future 
generations. 

The National Park Service is responsible for maintaining the 407 units of the National Park 
System, including an estimated 2 million archaeological sites, 3,500 historic statues and 
monuments and more than 27,000 properties listed on or eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places, including 9,600 buildings. 

According to the State of America’s National Parks report released by National Park 
Conservation Association in 2011, more than 45 percent of historic buildings and structures in 
the 80 national park units surveyed were only in fair condition, while 25 percent were in poor 
condition. Without funding to stabilize these structures, the condition of these assets will 
continue to deteriorate and become more expensive to repair and preserve in the future. 

Our best understanding is that the total amount of the backlog attributable to historic 
preservation building projects is approximately S4.5 billion. Given the current fiscal 
environment, including the impacts of sequestration, it is plain that funds beyond 
appropriations must be made available to the NPS to solve this problem. 

Of course, our parks and federal lands are not the only national assets confronting a lack of 
federal support. The inability of the Congress to fund the Highway Trust Fund is another 
example of a policy failure. And in fact, nearly S7 billion of the NPS maintenance backlog is 
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attributable to inadequately maintained roads. The Committee should work with the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works to ensure that the reauthorization of MAP-21 includes robust 
funding to address the maintenance needs of park roads. 

The National Trust is committed to addressing the maintenance of historic resources within the 
National Parks. We are supporting the Administration’s FY16 proposal to invest in the repair 
and maintenance of priority projects. However, more is necessary. 

This Committee held a hearing on July 25, 2013 to consider funding the National Park Service 
for the Next Century.” In testimony we submitted for the record, we recommended that 
Congress consider allocating a portion of OCS receipts to address the deferred maintenance 
backlog. Such a proposal for a “Park Legacy Partnership Fund” was included in the 2013 
National Parks Consen'ation Association and National Parks Hospitality Association report, 
“Sustainable Supplementary Funding for America’s National Parks.” The specific proposal was 
to use up to S350 million annually from OCS receipts, which in FY14 produced more than $7.2 
billion, and pattern the use of the Park Legacy Partnership Fund on the Federal Lands 
Recreation Enhancement Act. Such uses would include repair, maintenance and facility 
enhancements related to visitor enjoyment, access, and health and safety. Such a proposal need 
not be a substitute for LWCF - there are sufficient OCS revenues to fully fund LWCF, the 
Historic Preservation Fund and such a new fund forNPS maintenance. 

In addition to providing annual appropriations or providing new mandatory funding, there are 
other opportunities to engage the private sector, through expanded use of historic leasing and 
the new HOPE Crew program, as described below. 

Historic Leasing. To fulfill its congressionally mandated stewardship responsibilities, the 
NFS should ftilly use its existing authority to work with non-federal entities to find funding 
solutions. Congressional support for this approach has long existed, as evidenced by grants of 
authority to enter into public-private partnerships and historic leases, which Congress has 
extended to the NPS over the years. In addition, the FY12 Conference Report for the Interior, 
Environment and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill stated: 

“The Committee encourages the Park Service to pursue the use of cost-effective, innovative 
solutions like historic leases when practical and when the arrangement comports with a 
park unit's enabling legislation. These solutions can help mitigate a growing backlog of 
historic structures in need of preservation.” 

The explanatory report of the House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee for its FY14 
Appropriations Bill states: 

“The Committee believes that historic leases provide a cost-effective, innovative 
opportunity to attract private capital and expertise to the challenges of preserving park 
resources. The Committee applauds the efforts of the Service and private partners to 
successfully implement such leases, and encourages the broader use of this important 
authority to mitigate the maintenance backlog of historic structures.” 

The National Trust completed a report on historic leasing in September 2013 that included 
actionable recommendations that, if implemented, would increase the use of leasing in the 
National Park System. Leasing is plainly not the solution to the entire. NPS maintenance 
backlog. Some sites, whether due to concerns about public access, because of the scale of the 
resources needed to maintain the site, or for other reasons, are simply not appropriate 
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candidates for management through leasing. We believe, however, that used appropriately, 
leasing can be one of a suite of tools that over time can alleviate the maintenance backlog. Here 
are a few examples of the many historic leasing success stories, along with a few challenges, that 
illustrate the potential of historic leasing to address the NFS maintenance backlog. 


Klondike Gold Rush National Historic Park, Alaska 

The NFS has acquired and restored many of the most historic buildings along the main 
thoroughfare in Skagway, Alaska to ensure protection of the cultural landscape features of the 
park. Local park administrators began an active push to use leases here in 1986 that has been 
very successful. The park is a major destination for cruise ships and records the highest annual 
visitation numbers of any NFS site in Alaska. Seven historic leases have been extended to 
commercial businesses in the park that cater to tourists. Under these leases, the Fark Service 
received 8368,572 in rent in 2012 that was used to fund historic property maintenance. 

Valley Forge National Historical Park, Pennsylvania 

Valley Forge National Historic Fark is dedicated to preserving and interpreting the winter 
encampment site of the Continental Army during the American Revrolution. The park includes 
numerous historic structures that post-date the Revolutionary War and are thus outside the 
historical time period that is the main interpretive focus of the park. In 2009, park staff 
successfully negotiated a 40-year lease agreement for the David Walker Farmstead, a 3.7-acre 
site that is listed on the National Register of Historic Flaces. The lessee is the Montessori 
Children’s House of Valley Forge, a non-profit organization that uses the farmstead as a school. 
The Montessori school has invested over $3 million dollars into restoration and maintenance, 
including funding the removal of non-historic elements, such as an adjacent, non-historic 1958 
house. 

Martin Luther King, Jr. National Historic Site, Georgia 

To preserve the historic character of Auburn Avenue, and the block of historic houses that 
includes the Birth Home of Dr. Martin Luther King, .Ir., the NFS established the Martin Luther 
King, Jr. National Historic Site in 1980. The park encompasses 38 acres in the Old Fourth Ward 
neighborhood of Atlanta, Georgia. Dr. King’s Birth Home is open to visitors. The NFS funds the 
maintenance for all of the federally-owned houses within the park unit with revenue generated 
by leasing 29 of the federally-owned historic buildings for private residential purposes. These 
structures include apartments, duplexes and single family homes. The leasing program has 
been veiy popular, leading to the establishment of a waiting list for potential tenants. 

In addition to the private residential leases, another federally-owned building is operated as a 
commercial barber shop, and the remaining homes are used for park employee housing or by 
park partner organizations under cooperative agreements, including the Martin Luther King Jr. 
Center for Nonviolent Social Change and the historic Ebenezer Baptist Church. The nearly 
$200,000 in annual rental revenue collected through these rental agreements is used to perform 
major maintenance and restoration in the historic district while the lessees are individually 
responsible for funding routine maintenance. This leasing model provides an excellent example 
for other sites where the Fark Service has management responsibility for a large number of 
historic resources that are unnecessary for federal use or site interpretation. 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area, California 

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area is a large park unit that spans multiple sites across 
the greater San Francisco Bay region. NFS personnel have successfully used historic leases and 
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cooperative agreements to work with a diverse array of local partners to provide assistance and 
funding for historic facility maintenance and repairs. 

A significant success story is found north of the Golden Gate Bridge at Fort Baker in Sausalito. 
Through a long-term lease that permitted utilization of the federal historic tax credit, the former 
officer’s residences at Fort Baker have been impeccably restored and transformed into the 
Cavallo Point, the Lodge at the Golden Gate. Tlie Argonaut Hotel is another exemplary leasing 
example in the Pacific West Region. The hotel is located in the century-old Haslett Warehouse 
within the San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park. Under a 6o-year lease this one-time 
fish canneiy is now open to the public as a hotel. The rehabilitated historic building includes the 
park’s Visitor Center onsite. The length of the lease term allowed the hotel operators to qualify 
for federal historic tax credits that made the building’s rehabilitation financially feasible. 

Without the investment of private funds, and the utilization of the federal historic tax credit, it is 
likely that these beautifully restored buildings would be sitting unused. 

HOPE Crews and The Corps Network. The National Trust has just completed the first year 
of one of our newest initiatives, a partnership with The Corps Network and the National Park 
Service: the Hands-On Preseivation Experience Crew, or HOPE Crew. This is a program that 
helps young people receive critical training and experience in preservation skills by giving them 
the opportunity to rehabilitate historic places in need. This is a win-win partnership. On one 
hand, young men and women get an opportunity to enter into a high-need field and obtain 
education and training in preservation skills that can otherwise be hard to come by. On the 
other, HOPE Crew helps to alleviate the multi-billion dollar backlog in deferred maintenance at 
National Parks sites. 

In just its first year, over one hundred HOPE Crew members have contributed over t2,ooo 
hours to serving their communities by restoring historic sites and structures at more than 20 
national park units and national cemeteries, including Martin Luther King Jr. National 
Historical Site, LBJ National Historical Park, FDR National Historical Site, Grand Teton 
National Park, Little Big Horn Battlefield National Monument and Shenandoah National Park. 

Opportunities for Future Legislation. This Committee held a hearing on July 22, 2014, 
“Leveraging America’s Natural Resources as a Revenue Generator and Job Creator.” That 
hearing provided an opportunity for testimony and discussion of previously enacted and 
identified important legislative precedents for allocating portions of OCS revenues to vitally 
important programs, including the Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act (GOMESA), the 
RESTORE Act, Secure Rural Schools legislation, Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) and the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund, as well as strongly supported but unsuccessful legislation such as 
the Conservation and Reinvestment Act (CARA) in 1999-2000 and the CLEAR Act 
of 2009-2010. 

The National Trost submitted a statement for the record for that hearing. We continue to 
believe strongly that any future legislation that would allocate OCS receipts to fully fund the 
LWCF should build upon the precedents of CARA and the CLEAR Act and also provide full and 
permanent funding for the Historic Preservation Fund. The HPF was created in 1976 to fund 
the nation’s historic preservation programs. The HPF provides formula-based matching funds, 
administered by the National Park Service, to the State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs) 
and grants to Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs). These funds support the 
implementation of the nation’s preservation programs, including section 106 reviews. Historic 
Tax Credit applications, nominations for the National Register and surveys of historic resources. 
These activities are essential to protecting historic resources while also permitting the utilization 
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of resources that generate revenues and jobs. For example, the Historic Tax Credit, signed into 
law by President Reagan, has catalyzed the rehabilitation of more than 41,000 buildings 
throughout the nation. Since its creation more than 30 years ago, the HTC has created 
2.4 million jobs and leveraged nearly $117 billion in private investment. 

Each year, the HPF receives $150 million from revenues generated from oil and gas 
development on the Outer Continental Shelf. Similarly, the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
receives $900 million annually in OCS revenues. However, both funds are presently subject to 
annual appropriations, which vary from year to year. Since FYll, appropriations for the HPF 
have ranged between S53 million and $56.4 million. Beginning in FY14, the Interior 
Appropriations Bill provided $500,000 to launch an important new program of competitive 
grants for the survey and nomination of properties associated with communities currently 
underrepresented in the National Register of Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks. 
Recent studies have documented that less than 8% of such listings identify culturally diverse 
properties. 

In past years, the HPF also provided funding for the Save America’s Treasures and Preserve 
America grants programs as well as grants for Historically Black Colleges and Universities 
(HBCU). The FY16 request would provide significant funding for Civil Rights sites and history, 
including grants to HBCU’s. 

Full funding for the HPF would enable more robust funding for a broad range of preser\fation 
programs, including a restoration of competitive grants to restore nationally significant historic 
properties, similar to the Save America’s Treasures program. It would also provide funding to 
meet the continuing demands upon the State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) and Tribal 
Historic Preservation Offices (THPO) for their preservation services, including the survey of 
historic resources. The fimding pressures on THPO’s continues to grow, in part because of the 
challenges of an increasing number of THPO’s participating in the program, from 131 tribes in 
FY12 to potentially 156 tribes in FY15, with nearly level funding. Finally, investing in digitizing 
legacy historic survey data - and new landscape scale surveys - would improve access to historic 
property records and help expedite federal permitting of important infrastructure projects. 

Conclusion. The Land and Water Conservation Fund has become a critically important to 
ensure the long-term conservation of natural and historic resources important to the American 
people. We look forward to working with the Committee to ensure this program and the 
Historic Preservation Fund are reauthorized and provided full and dedicated funding. We 
believe that there continue to be important opportunities to provide resources for programs, 
such as Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), Secure Rural Schools and coastal revenue sharing, 
through OCS revenues. Finally, we look forward to working with the Committee and the 
Appropriations Committee to ensure that sufficient resources and effective public-private 
partnerships are directed to addressing the maintenance backlog. 
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August 11, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 


Desifn/BaiM leniodciing 
HomelBree 
Home Pei’fomancc 
Cnstom Hohm 
C abinet* 


Dear Senator Wyden, 

i |ust wanted to take a moment to thank you for your continued support and 
leadership on the issue of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). At 
Neil Kelly, we strive to incorporate green design and remodeling elements in ail 
our practices, we provide home energy retrofits to maximize the energy 
efficiency of residences, and 1 am personally Involved In a number of important 
sustainability efforts in Oregon. Your efforts on continuing Congressional 
support of LWCF is an important adjunct to the wot* Neil Kelly is doing here in 
Oregon, to enhance our state's livability. 

i know that Oregon continues to benefit from LWCF monies with more than 
$657,000 coming to Oregon this year from the LWCF. Parks, hiking and biking 
trails, ball fields, public plazas, and wildlife refuges are ail jewels in Oregon's 
crown, and many of those amenities would not be possible without leaders like 
you, working diligently to protect and promote important programs like LWCF, 

Of course. In addition to the benefits of access to recreation across the state, 
those LWCF funds have contributed to significant economic development in 
some of the areas of Oregon hardest hit by the recent economic downturn. 
LWCF Is more than a conservation program - it's an unheralded economic tool, 
providing construction, wildlife management and service sector jobs, as well as 
a significant tourism booster. 

Again, Senator, thank you for your true leadership on this Issue. I am passionate 
about Oregon and I know that the state would be diminished without the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. 

Sincerely, 


Tom Kelly 
President, Weil Kelly 
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Vice President 
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Treasurer/Secretary 
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Jim Bitlle 
Willte Boflfs 
Dave Eng 
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Dick Nile Spoons 
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Kershaw KwtwS 
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Pasct/ Go»i;pflHy 
Brian Kurzbein 
Alf Sprirts 
Fabian Lomas 
(iolthe Ward Lomas 

Gabe MiUer 
fffrwcsf Sp&ris 
Jeff Morton 
Mnrfoij & Associates 
Mike Pernsse 
Dob Cfl//e-y Company 
Martha Peterson 
Maurice Sporting Goods 
Buzz Ramsey 
Bpxz Bdmsey Proviotions 
Lora Sanchez 
Wdiaptt AftfrtHc Froifucts 
Matt Schiecht 
Bob's SporttK^r Goods 

Zach Schoonover 
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SOENCE & POUCV ADVISGI« 
Dr. Doug Dehart 
Dan Diggs 
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Maddy Sheehan, Of Counsel 


April 2CL 2015 

the tlonomMs Lha Murkonsid 
Chairm^ 

CommiRee on-Enet^ and N^al Resources 
364 Boildh^ 

Untied States 
Washin^CHi, DC 


The HoiKjrabie Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Eiteisj andNumra! Rs.svurti.» 
304 Dirksea Senate Susldmg 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 26510 


Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell; 


I am writing on behalf of the Northwest Sportfishing Industry Association, a 
nonprofit organization dedicated to the enhancement of sport fisheries and the 
businesses dependent on them. 

The l.and and Water Conservation Fund is a valuable tool to keeping our public 
lands public for outdoorsmen and women. In Washington alone, sportfishing on 
public lands sustains over 10,000 jobs and generates $407.0 miiiion in salaries. 
And that is just sportfishing, with other outdoor recreation activities included, 
every dollar invested in LWCF produced $4 in economic output 

On top of creating jobs and boosting the outdoor recreation industry, strategic 
LWCF investments can diffuse conflicts with private landowners and secure 
permanent access. With the changing land and ownership patterns, previously 
accessible lands are being blocked off. Similarly disruptive, public lands have 
been known to be separated from public roads and towns by narrow strips of 
privately owned land. LWCF has proven effective at connecting existing public 
lands. 


LWCF also provides suitable conservation of waterways and backcountry 
habitat, ensuring healthy populations of fish and game for angling, fishing and 
wildlife viewing. River access acquisition projects, like the Lake Chelan National 
Recreational Area LWCF project, enhances recreation experience on efftetsd 
public lands, and on neighboring lands. 


LWCF is a well-oiled program that exemplifies how each state should address 
their recreation preservation needs. We hope the Senate on Energy and Natuistl 
Resource Committee resists any requests for unnecessary changes to LWCF as 
they work through this reauthorization process. 

Sincerely, 

Liz Hamilton 
Executive Director 
NSIA 

cc. Senator Ron Wydeti 


Dcaitated tAtlie preservation, restoration anti enbanenmeot of sport itsfeeries 
and the businesses dependent upon them. £hli toll hee: 1-866-rtS-MSl A 
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November 16, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, OC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

The Oregon Economic Development Associatioo (OEDA) is a vocal advocate for Oregon's economy, 
serving as a champion across the state for a balanced, prosperous, and robust eosnomy. For that 
reason, t want to thank you for your contribution to our mission. Your work in securing a permanent 
source of funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund is absolutely aligned with our goals, and 
deeply appreciated. 

As President of OEOA, 1 can say with confidence that LWCF has made a lasting difference to the Oregon's 
economy, to our residents, and to our visitors. From high-visIbility projects In the Portland area (e*, 
construction of Stub Stewart State Park and recreational improvements at nearby Hagg Lake) to the Elk 
Refuge in lewell and public tennis court in the town of Athena, these recreational facilities provide 
amenities, that make bur cities and towns more desirable places to live, work, and play, Arid tWCf 
doHars haye also contributed to the conservation of some of our most visible, and visited, treastires;: 
sites along the majestic Oregon coast, stretches of the Rogue River, and forests near Crater Lake. 

LWCF projects provide more than simply recreational opportunities - they also coiitribute to the Oregon 
mystitjue that lures talented people to our state, enabling our businesses to successfully compete in the 
global marketplace. 

In short, LWCF funded projects bolster Oregon's economy. These monies gives us places to play, hike, 
paddie, and hunt. The funds protect places that give us pride In our breath-taking beauty, and LWCF 
helps OEOA pursue our organization's mission, l am sincerely grateful for your past and continuing 
leadership on this much valued program, 


Best wishes. 



Sarah Garrison 
President 

Oregon Economic Development Association 
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OUTDOORGALLIANCE 

April 22, 2015 
Senator Lisa Murkowski 

Chair, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
709 Hart Senate Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Senator Maria Cantwell 

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
51 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Re: “Hearing on the reauthorization and potential reforms to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF)” 

Outdoor Alliance is a coalition of six member-based organizations representing the 
human powered outdoor recreation community. The coalition includes Access Fund, 
American Canoe Association, American Whitewater, Internationa! Mountain Bicycling 
Association, Winter Wildlands Alliance, and the Mountaineers, and represents the 
interests of the miiiions of Americans who climb, paddle, mountain bike, and 
backcountry ski and snowshoe on our nation’s public lands, waters, and snowacapes. 

in itght of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee’s April 22 hearing, we would 
like to share our community’s perspectives on the critical rote of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund in supporting opportunities for outdoor recreation and the outdoor 
recreation economy. We believe that LWCF is a tremendously successful program that 
has had positive impacts in every corner of the country, and it should be reauthorized 
and fully funded in its current form. 

Outdoor recreation is a primary way through which Americans come to know their public 
lands, providing physical, mental, social, and spiritual benefits while supporting the $646 
billion per year outdoor recreation economy and directly employing 6.1 million 
Americans. Ail of these benefits depend on access to healthy landscapes on our public 
lands. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is an overwhelmingly successful program for 
achieving balanced use of public lands by directing a portion of royalties from off-shore 
oil and gas development toward targeted recreation and conservatiorj Sand acquisitions. 
Over the iiie of the program, LWCF has funded critical protections for river corridors in 
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OUTDOORQALLIANCE 


Thank you for your consideration, of dur perspectives on the importance of maintaining 
and reauthorizing the Land and Water Conservation Fund to ensure opportunities for 
outdoor recreation and the careful roanagementof public lands. 

Best regards, 



Adam Cramer 

Executive Director 
Outdoor Alliance 

cc: 

Brady Robinson, Executive Director, Access Fund 

Wade Blackwood, Executive Director, American Canoe Association 

Mark Singleton, Executive Director, American Whitewater 

Michael Van Abel, Executive Director, International Mountain Bicycling Association 

Mark Menlove, Executive Director, Winter Wildlands Alliance 

Martinique Grigg, Executive Director, The Mountaineers 

Phil Rowers, Executive Director, American Alpine Club 
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April 30, 2015 



OUTDOOR 

INDUSTRY 

ASSOCIATION 


Senator Lisa Murkowski 

Chair, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
709 Hart Senate Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Senator Maria Cantwell 

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
511 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Re: “Hearing on the reaiithorization and potential reforms to the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF)” 

The outdoor industry is near and dear to Americans and their heritage and a huge 
economic driver that contributes to healthy communities and healthy economies. The 
Outdoor Industry Association (OlA) is the leading trade association for the outdoor 
industry, supporting the growth and success of manufacturers, distributors, suppliers, 
sales representatives, and retailers of outdoor recreation apparel, footwear, equipment and 
services. As you would suspect, the management of our outdoor recreation assets, 
including our national public lands and waters, and state and local parks, is profoundly 
important to the 142 million Americans who recreate outdoors each year, and to the 
thousands of companies in our sector. 

Recreation is a significant economic driver, with Americans spending over $646 billion 
on outdoor recreation each year. This is twice as much as they spend on pharmaceuticals 
or cars. Outdoor recreation also contributes $40 billion in federal tax revenue and $40 
billion in state and local tax revenue. Over six million Americans are directly employed 
by outdoor recreation. The outdoor recreation economy depends on availability and 
access to quality trails, waterway, forests and parks- locally, state and federally run. Just 
like any other industry, our businesses rely on investments in quality infrastructure for 
our public lands and waters and the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is the 
most successful program that has, and we hope continues to, support the growth and 
success of the outdoor industry. 

This bedrock conservation policy was created more than 50 years ago, with a unanimous 
vote in the House, based on the simple premise that as we extract resources from the 
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earth, we should give something back. LWCF uses a fraction of the $6.7 billion in 
revenues from Outer Continental Shelf development and invests that money in creating 
and maintaining quality outdoor experiences for all Americans. 

From our backyards to the backcountry- LWCF has helped sustain and improve outdoor 
recreation opportunities for the last half-century in every county and every congressional 
district. Our industry depends on having continued access to these recreational 
opportunities and LWCF is a critical policy for the millions of jobs and billions in 
economic activity our industry creates, not to mention the appeal for attracting 
international tourists who visit our public lands and spend money in our gateway 
communities. It is not just the Fortune 500 brands who benefit from LWCF investments 
on our public lands- it is the mom and pop specialty retailers outside a park, the small 
businesses who run outdoor trips in our forests, the specialty manufacturers who make fly 
rods and the thousands of businesses who choose to locate near accessible public lands 
for recruitment and quality of life. 

Given that there is not a one size fits all approach to managing our state and federal 
public lands, we hope Congress can come to a compromise that keeps all of the tools in 
tact, honoring the original intent of the law. Appropriate land acquisition by the states and 
federal government can reduce management costs and improve accessibility, and local 
input on projects requiring match dollars is a critical component to the stateside program. 
Fully funding LWCF at $900 million annually could only improve the health of 
communities and economies across the country and provide more funds to the federal, 
stateside and forest legacy programs that fuel the outdoor recreation economy. 

As Senator Angus King mentioned in last week’s hearing, there are few things that the 
next generation will thank us for, and preserving and protecting public spaces for 
recreation is one of them. Extracting depletable assets compliments the LWCF program, 
which reinvests in permanent, sustainable recreation on public lands and is the “most 
farsighted, in fact visionary statutes passed in the last 1 00 years” (Senator King). 
Honoring this farsighted vision means addressing the backlog on our public lands through 
the appropriations process; using LWCF dollars for maintenance is inappropriate, and not 
the original intent of the law. 

With LWCF expiring at the end of September, we urge the committee to call attention to 
this incredible success story and to spread the word about the great projects happening in 
districts and states across the country, with benefits that will be realized for generations 
to come. Not only should LWCF be permanently reauthorized, it should be fully funded 
at the originally intended level of $900 million dollars. LWCF has received only a 
fraction of its intended appropriation, $18 billion less than intended due to diversions. 

Thank you for your attention to an issue that directly affects businesses large and small, 
American citizens, international tourists, and most importantly, future generations. The 
potential benefits to the American people from fully funding LWCF are extraordinary. As 
our nation continues to grow and seek quality outdoor experiences, we urge the 
committee to understand the good work LWCF has done over the last 50 years and 
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support this vital resource for the next 50 years. Please view the outdoor industry as a 
partner and we look forward to working with you in the coming months on this important 
bipartisan legislation. 


Sincerely, 



Steve Barker 

Executive Director 

Outdoor Industry Association 


CC: 


Jennifer Mull, Backwoods 
Gordon Seabury, Toad & Co 
Marc Berejka, REI 
Ann Krcik, The North Face 
Hans Cole, Patagonia 
Sally McCoy, CamelBak 
Peter Metcalf, Black Diamond 
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OUTDOOR 

INDUSTRY 

ASS0C<ilTlO« 


September 3, 2014 


Dear Members of Congress, 



M 


The Conserwation 
Alliance 

Otiulooc BuiinetiS G.iving Back to the Oistdocrs 


We represent manufacturers, distributors, retailers and outfitters, small family businesses, 
entrepreneurial start-ups and international Fortune 1,000 companies that make and sell 
products for active use in the outdoors, and are writing to express our strong support for 
full, dedicated funding and reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF). 

This year marks the 50* anniversary of LWCF and is an historic opportunity to fulfill the 
promise of full and dedicated funding at $900 million annually. We stand ready to work 
with you to ensure that this investment is realized, so that LWCF funding can protect and 
provide recreational access to our nation’s irreplaceable outdoor spaces. 


Each year, the outdoor industry supports more than six million American jobs, generates 
$646 billion in direct consumer spending and contributes $80 billion in federal, state and 
local taxes. While many other sectors declined during the recession, the outdoor industry 
continues to be a bright spot in our economy - growing roughly five percent annually 
between 2005 and 2011. To maintain this growth, our businesses depend on access to the 
nation’s lands and waters and improved infrastructure in around these places. Full and 
dedicated funding for LWCF will enable communities across the nation to invest in the 
outdoor economy, create jobs and get people back to work. 


LWCF makes investments in our shared outdoor heritage - from backyards to the 
backcountry - that are essential to outdoor companies, our consumers and the health and 
vitality of urban and rural communities. This program represents a promise that was 
made to the American people 50 years ago to take the proceeds from natural resource 
development in our nation’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and invest a small portion of 
those dollars in conservation and outdoor recreation. Yet, nearly every year, the majority 
of LWCF funds are diverted to other, unrelated purposes Recent bipartisan polling 
shows that 85 percent of American voters want and expect the nation to continue to 
invest in LWCF, a level of support that has been consistent over the years regardless of 
demographic, income and political differences. 


Our businesses, and the 140 million Americans who participate in outdoor recreation 
each year, depend on LWCF for a healthy environment, high quality of life and access to 
outdoor recreation. Full, dedicated funding and the reauthorization of LWCF will help 
our businesses grow and give Americans more places to enjoy high quality outdoor 
recreation. 


245 


We urge you to support a long-term solution for LWCF that includes full funding at $900 
million annually, and look forward to working with you to find this solution that will 
protect and grow our outdoor economy. 

Sincerely, 
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April 21, 2015 

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
United States Senator 

Chairwoman, Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources 
709 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 



CUTPOOBS Aniiyla foft (tJpi 


The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
United States Senator 

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources 
511 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Senate Chairwoman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell, 

We, the undersigned members of the Outdoors Alliance for Kids (OAK), urge you to permanently 
reauthorize and fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). LWCF provides critical 
resources for ensuring that children, youth and families are able to spend time outdoors. 

The Outdoors Alliance for Kids is a national strategic partnership of businesses and non-profit 
organizations representing more than 30 million individuals from diverse sectors with a common 
interest in expanding the number and quality of opportunities for children, youth and families to spend 
time outdoors. OAK supports public policies and investments that expand outdoor and environmental 
education opportunities, promote community health and wellness, and engage more youth in 
environmental stewardship. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is one of the most successful government programs in modern 
history. LWCF is built on the simple premise that as we extract oil and gas from the earth, we should 
give something back in the form of protecting places for current and future generations. Created 50 
years ago, LWCF takes a portion of royalties from offshore oil and gas development and invests that 
money in protecting America's most important lands - whether our iconic national parks or our 
neighborhood parks and playgrounds. 

Protection of land through LWCF increases opportunities for play and recreation that help keep our kids 
fit and healthy. According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, nearly two-thirds of 
Americans cannot safely walk to a park from their home. A lack of safe places to play and recreate 
outdoors is a contributor to the childhood obesity epidemic. LWCF increases opportunities for children 
and youth to get physically active - whether in their own neighborhood or on a school or family trip to 
our national parks or public lands. The Fund also provides opportunities for children and youth to learn 
about the natural world and participate in environmental stewardship activities that help them develop 
critical life and leadership skills. 
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With LWCF expiring this September, we hope your committee will focus on ensuring this highly 
successful program is permanently reauthorized and fully funded. The success of the federal land 
acquisition and state and local assistance programs over the last half-century shows what this program 
could do if fully funded. It is essential that we continue to provide ample opportunities for young people 
to get outdoors regardless of whether they live in urban, rural or suburban areas. 

LWCF protects our open spaces, near and far, and improves access to them for all Americans, As your 
committee examines LWCF, we believe it is clear the program provides incredible value to the American 
people and especially children and youth. In addition to the health and wellness benefits our public 
lands provide, the outdoor recreation economy which is built on the protection of our national, state 
and local treasures, contributes $646 billion to the economy and provides 6.1 million jobs in America. 
We have ail benefited from the foresight of the visionaries who created LWCF, and we ask that you also 
look to the needs of future generations and support this critical program. 

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration of this request. We look forward to having your 
support for the permanent reauthorization and full funding of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
Should you or your staff have any questions about this letter, please contact OAK's Chair Jackie Ostfeld 
at 202-548-6584 or Jackie. Os tfeldjSisierraclub.Qrg . 


Sincerely, 


ACA I Canoe-Kayak-SUP-Raft-Rescue 
American Forests 
American Hiking Society 
American Society of Landscape Architects 
Appalachian Mountain Club 
Appalachian Trail Conservancy 
Association of Outdoor Recreation and 
Education 
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April 21. 2015 

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
Chairwoman 

U.S. Senate Energy and Natural Resources C<HJMttittec 

The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

U.S. Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee 

Dear Cliairwomati Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell; 

We are writing to express our strong support for the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF), and to request your help in ensuring that this program is reauthorized, and peimanenliy 
funded at its authorized level of $900 tnillion. As the program’s expiration in September 20 J 5 
approaches, reaufhorizalion of LWCF is of the utmost importance. LWCF is critical to our ability 
in communities across America to support local economies and maintain jobs in the woods, to 
meet our nation's forest product needs, to provide recreation access to sportsmen and olbets, and 
to ensure the future of America's forest lands. 


As some of the nation's major forest products companies and landowners, we know first<-haad the 
economic benefits that LWCF brings, particularly through the Forest Legacy Program. The 
Forest Legacy Program is a flexible and effective tool that supports our nation's forest-based 
economy, particularly in rural areas. According to the National Association of Forest Owners, 
U.S. forests support more than 2.9 million jobs and contribute $1 15 billion towards the GDP. 

The Forest Legacy Program has led to the conservation of over 2.2 million acres of working 
forest lands, primarily through conservation easement purchases, with almost 50 percent of 
project costs leveraged from other ncm-federal sources. FLP is a voluntary conservation progtata 
that brings together federal, state and private partners to achieve the common goals of protecting 
and maintaining forest jobs, recreational access, wildlife habitat and clean water. 

LWCF brings crucial and varied benefits to participating commtmities and to our continuing 
business operations. Each year, however, the time-sensitive demands for funding through LWCF 
and its component programs far surpass appropriated levels. As participants in those programs, 
and in light of numerotjs multiyear projects under consideration or already underway, we 
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recognize that secure, long-term LWCF funding will provide reliability and stability that is 
essential for our business plans. 

Now more than ever, it is critical to enact legislation that will provide a long-term solution for 
this vital program. 

Finally, we want to remind you that the LWCF does not use taxpayer dollars. It is already paid 
for using a very small percentage of oil drilling receipts. The LWCF program was created to 
offset the depletion of natural resources ofishote that belong to all Americans, and it should be 
empowered to fulfill that promise without further diversion of its intended funds. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. 

Sincerely, 


Plum Creek Timber Company 

Hancock Forest Management 

Pope Resources / Olympic Resource Management 

Washington Forest Protection Association 

Green Diamond Resource Company 

Port Blakely Tree Farms 
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VIA EMAIL AS ATTACHMENr 

July 29, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

As Director of Business Development for Plum Energy, a Pacific Northwest developer of 
small-scale liquefied natural gas {LNG) facilities and value chains, I want to take just a 
moment to laud your leadership on the land and Water Conservation Fund {IWCF}. 
Considered a dean energy source, LNG is a fuel recognized as environmentally friendly, 
and I am always looking for ways to strengthen that contribution. Your tiretess efforts in 
supporting LWCF have had a significant Impact on the ability of citizens of the Padftc 
Northwest to access recreational opportunities and preserve wildiife habitat, LWCF also 
supports working forests at the local, state, and federal levels. Through the Forest 
Legacy Program, critical timberiands are kept forested, accessible, and are able to 
continue providing jobs in rural communities. 

As a graduate of Willamette University, I can point to literally dozens of examples of the 
positive impacts of LWCF in my adopted state; protecting and enhancing places like the 
Oregon Dunes on the coast to the Hells Canyon Nation Recreation Area On the eastern 
border, and many more in between. And that goodness also extends Into Washington 
State, where Plum Energy has its headquarters. LWCF makes the Pacific Northwest a 
great place to live, play, and do business. 

Funded through fees from oil and gas development of America's ocean ffoor, LWCF is an 
example of resource industries contributing to society for the ability to access and utilize 
pubiically owned resources, i appreciate your steadfast support of LWCF and am 
grateful for your leadership. 

Most sincerely. 



Ian Burkheimer 

Director of Business Development 
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Portland General Eiecdric Company 
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Augast 8, 20! 4 


The Honorable Ron Wyiea 
U. S, Senate 

223 Dirksea Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205M) 


Dear Senator Wydem 

Thank you for your leadership on the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). 

At Porftand Genera! Electric we take environmental stewardship seriously, ft's why we ate working 
diligently to incorporate renewable resources into our system, why we are leaders in the effort to 
promote adoption of electric vehicles and deploy chargirtg infrastructure, and why we dedicate 
significant resources to protecting birds and fish. 

Si^port from the LWCF has enabled conservation efforts that complement the work POE does along 
many Oregon waterways, like the Deschutes, Sandy and Clackamas Rivers, where we have boosted 
salmon and steelhead runs and created new recreational facilities. The LWCF is a superb tool lor 
leveraging smart conservation initiatives and aligns with many of our own sustainability effiwts. 

Thank you, again, for your continued work to protect Oregon’s natural treasures. Your unwavering 
support of the LWCF is greatly appreciated. 



Sincerely, 


Director, Government Affairs and Environmental Policy 
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input and Statement for the Record 
By 

Gerald E. Hiliier, Executive Director 
QuadState Local Governments Authority 
Submitted to: 

United States Senate 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 

Hearing on the Reauthorization and Potential Reform of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 

April 22, 2015 

Thank you Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and Members of the Committee for permitting me to make 
a statement for the record as a follow-up to the April 22, 2015 hearing on the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF). The federal land acquisition component of this fund and program is a critical 
and important issue among our membership. 

QuadState Local Governments Authority Is a nine-county multi-state joint powers authority. The 
counties in our organization organized in 1999 regarding issues associated with the listing and 
subsequent management of public lands associated with the listing of Mojave Population of the desert 
tortoise. While retaining that interest, and extending it to the proposed listing of the Sonoran 
Population of desert tortoise in Arizona, we have expanded our interests to include advocacy involving a 
variety of public land Issues facing public land dominated local government jurisdictions in the 4-state 
region of the Southwest. 

Virtually all of our counties oppose further expansion of federal estate within their jurisdictions. And 
even those with smaller proportions of public land have reservations regarding expansion of the federal 
ownership and jurisdiction. Much of the concern involves loss of tax base without offsetting payments 
from the federal Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) program. I will provide some direct commentary on 
that at a point further in this statement. Suffice it to say here that LWCF and PILT are inexorably linked 
as regards counties with significant percentages of federal entitlement acreages. 

In the recent past, several of our member counties have experienced significant losses in private land for 
a variety of purposes, whether by direct acquisition under the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF), by acquisition by third parties and NGOs for ultimate sale or donation to federal or state 
agencies for management, or by direct "donation" under a philosophy called "compensation" which 
involves transfer of private land to public agencies for mitigation for projects undertaken within habitat 
of listed or candidate species. 

So that it does not get lost in this full statement, I wish to present our recommendations for the LWCF 
program going forward, the principal theme of the April 22, 2015, hearing. 

1. That federal land acquisitions be viewed as a minimum program, and that open ended funding 
not be provided to the land management agencies. There Is belief in many quarters now that 
most cannot adequately administer what they currently have, let alone take on additional 
responsibility. In the future all proposed acquisition must be presented, vetted and approved by 
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the appropriate Congressional committees on merit and need for expansion of the federal 
estate. 

2. Establish a requirement that all federal acquisitions receive concurrence from the affected local 
government prior to Its inclusion in a budget submission. 

3. When land is federally acquired, the losing county will receive property tax payment equivalent 
to the taxation level at the time of acquisition, In perpetuity. In other words, extend Section 
6904 provisions of PILT to all federal agencies, whether the land is in wilderness or not, and 
extend the payments in perpetuity. We see no reason for the 5-year cutoff of these payments. 
This is an especially critical point In counties that are capped under the PILT formula, which are 
most of those in rural and desert West. When this provision was developed in 1976 with 
passage of the PILT legislation, it was assumed acquired lands outside of NPS administration and 
National Forest wildernesses would be added to the productive federal estate and provide 
Income and revenue streams to both local governments and local economies. Times have 
changed, and legislation must reflect that most current acquisitions are for "conservation" or 
protection of habitats, and are not likely to be added to a source of revenue production or 
economic growth. 

4. Eliminate federal land acquisition and the concept of "compensation" for mitigation. Agencies 
need to be challenged to come up with innovative and creative means of project mitigation, but 
acquiring a larger federal estate should not be one of them. Further, such compensation adds 
to the federal estate without congressional oversight. As pointed out below, such 
compensation is often at ratios that reach 5 acres "donated" for every acre subject to use or 
development. 

5. Restrict the operation of land trusts activities who acquire private land for the purpose of 
conservation or protection (non-development), with a business plan or model that has the land 
ultimately acquired by a federal agency with LWCF funds. Land trusts can often move much 
more quickly to acquire available private land than can an agency, but the process sets in 
motion a track for reimbursement at fair market value after federal acquisition funds are 
appropriated. And In some cases this activity scenario has the land trust setting the acquisition 
priority, and neither the agency nor Congress. At a minimum, a holding period of, say, ten (10) 
years should be applied before any federal reimbursement is made, though gifting, at no cost to 
the federal government would continue. But such gifting should still be subject 

6. Undertake a review of all land acquisition programs initiated by the federal agencies, regardless 
of authority or funding. Conclude the review by adopting direction to the agencies regarding 
acquisition criteria, limitations, and integration of corresponding disposal of unneeded federal 
lands within the same jurisdictions to offset property tax losses. This would specifically Include 
those acquisitions that carry out Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) under Fish and Wildlife 
Service agreements, as well as the Department of Defense Readiness and Environmental 
Integration (REPI) Program. There may be others. 


2 


255 


Gerald Hlllier 

Post-hearing Input Statement 

United States Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
Re: hearing on reauthorization of LWCF, April 22, 2015 

7. Consider changes to the basic LWCF to allow direction of funds to activities other than land 
acquisition by federal agencies, specifically toward maintenance of infrastructure and public 
facilities which are integral part of management of sites and areas for public benefit. It has 
become dear that the maintenance backlog will never be reduced if reliance is placed solely on 
appropriated operating funds. 

The concern of our membership regarding federal land acquisition can best be summed up by a concept 
that seems to have emerged which I call re-federalization of the West. Despite controlling some 75% or 
more of many counties in the West, the agencies, and some from the public, still seek lands which 
passed to private ownership over the past 150 years but which today are believed to today to possess 
public values for "conservation." Simply stated, federal acquisition of these private lands will limit 
future development opportunities, including access to minerals which are increasingly difficult to 
develop even with legislated protections to "valid existing rights." 

The second concern of our membership regarding federal acquisitions Is de-population of the West. 
While many acquisitions are aimed at specific tracts, many have occurred regarding ranching and 
farming operations that have become "inholdings" within newly established National Park units or 
simply offered for sale to developers {currently dominated by renewable energy firms) to provide for 
meeting mitigation requirements for the project proposals. When ranches are sold, and federal grazing 
privileges are retired, the families are gone, and a presence on the vast federal land estate is essentially 
left to a shrinking staff of BLM or NPS rangers to oversee public use. 

Re-federalizatlon seems to have an underlying concept that the original settlement laws were somehow 
misguided, and that they must be overcome, and return the land to what it was pre-settlement, say 
1880, though with access and infrastructure being present as current, and despite costs for maintenance 
and provision of services. Such provision of services. Included emergency services for search and rescue 
are largely a function of local government, and are expected, even with reduced tax revenue streams 
which are the result of federal acquisitions with no offsetting revenue. 

In our experience both re-federalizatlon and de-population seem to have an underlying bias against 
resource use and development such as mining and ranching. Renewable energy projects have been 
accepted, though not without a degree of controversy relative to impacts to visual landscapes as well as 
access. 

QuadState Local Governments Authority passed a resolution in 2010 opposing further land acquisitions, 
particularly as related to private land acquisitions which were and are occurring as part of providing 
mitigation for the many renewable energy projects being proposed for the Mojave and Sonoran Desert 
parts of several of the member counties. The resolution was carried forward to the National Association 
of Counties (NACo) Public Land Steering Committee, which has continued to renew its agreement with 
it, and has now incorporated it into the NACo Platform. I am attaching a copy of the resolution to this 
testimony. It reflects a unanimous concern of the member counties, even those which are not capped 
for PILT payments, concerning shifts in land ownership from private to public ownership and control. 
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The table below presents a picture of our member counties today. 


County 
(members of 
QuadState 
LGA) 

Total 

acres 

within 

county 

Fed. 

Entitlement 

acreage 
(2014 PILT 
acreage) 

DOD 

major 

holdings 

Percentage 
of county in 
federal 

control 
(excl. DOD) 

PILT status 

PILT 

payment 
per federal 
entitlement 
acre (2014) 

imperial CA 

2,868,480 

1,313,723 

US Navy, 
West 

Mesa; 

US Navy 

Chocolate 

Mtns 

Range 

45.8% 

Capped 

$2.57 

Inyo CA 

6,545,280 

5,516,855 

US Navy 
NAWS 

84.3% 

Capped 

$0,32 

Kern CA 

5,223,209 

1,072,553 

Edwards 

AFB 

20.5% 

Open 

$2.46 

La Paz AZ 

2,888,960 

1,848.763 


63.9% 

Capped 

$1.30 

Lincoln NV 

6,807,680 

6,411.522 

USAF, 

Area 51 

94.2% 

Capped 

$0.14 

Mohave AZ 

8,615,040 

6,421,638 


74.5% 

Capped 

$0.54 

Nve NV 

11,621,760 

8,548,942 

DOE, 

Nellis 

73.6% 

Capped 

$0.36 

San Bernardino 

CA 

12,867.200 

8,420,373 

US Army 
NTS; US 
Navy 

Mojave B 

Range; 

MCAGCC; 

Edwards 

AFB 

65.4% 

Capped 

$0.39 

Washinaton UT 

1,555,200 

1,146,747 


73.7% 

Open 

$2,54 


In the table above, several counties have unique characteristics which play a role In their status and 
balance of ownership. 

> Most of the "private" land in Inyo County is owned by Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power. In addition, much of the federal land In the Owens Valley is withdrawn from disposal or 
uses that might conflict with delivery of water to Los Angeles. As a result, only about 3% of the 
county is truly private and subject to local control. 

> Much of La Paz County is part of the Colorado River Indian Tribes (CRIT) Reservation, and not 
part of either the public domain or private land. 

> Three of the nine counties have PILT computed under Alternative B, which limits payment to 
$0. 36/acre, but does not subtract prior year payments. Note, however, that In ail three cases, 
Inyo, Lincoln, and Nye, the counties are further limited by the population cap on payments. This 
means that any expanded federal ownership will not be reflected in offsetting higher PILT 
payments, since a county cannot receive more PILT than Its population will allow. 
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In many respects Kern County is the outlier, having a smaller federal acreage, and much private land in 
the prime agricultural region of the San Joaquin Valley. Further, because of private land, and long- 
standing federal oil and gas leases, it has both a thriving oil and gas industry which has continued, plus 
has provided land for intensive wind energy development in the Tehachapi area. Ironically, but worth 
noting, much of that energy has been developed on private land, the remnant sections from the 
checkerboard land pattern of the railroad land grant. This is the same former railroad grant land that 
has been sought to "block up" federal holdings by both agencies and NGOs. And in the case of San 
Bernardino County the effort has been successful to a large extent. With Kern, the point is proven that 
these lands do have economic viability, if not now, perhaps sometime in the not too distant future. In 
both cases, the grant lands were largely leased to ranching operations, so they land did provide revenue 
streams. 

The capping noted in the table is a subject for another forum. Suffice it to say here that there are 
almost 200 counties which are limited in their PILT payments by the cap established by the population 
calculation in the PILT formula. 

The take home message from the table above Is that this pattern of dominating federal land 
ownership is not unique to the QuadState LGA member counties. It is repeated throughout 
much of the West. Federal controls on development, settlement, and even historic land uses 
dominate these counties. Adding to the federal estate exacerbates the existing situation of 
diminishing economic value and agency attempts to prevent revenue-producing uses to return. 

The percentages in the table above don't tell the full story. 

• Inyo County estimates that only 3% of its jurisdiction is in private ownership and can be 
developed and managed by local interests. The Naval Air Weapons Station (China Lake) takes a 
huge are in the south part of the county. The headquarters area and city where most of the 
staff reside is In Ridgecrest, which Is in Kern County, thus Inyo sees no economic benefit from 
this DOD base. 

• La Paz County's area is dominated by the CRIT Indian Reservation, and while there is both 
farming and gaming occurring, much revenue flow misses providing community benefits and tax 
revenue to the county. (CRIT also has an area in San Bernardino County.) 

• Lincoln County County's 94% federal is actually far worse and likely closer to 98% or more. The 
entire southwest quadrant of the county is included in the U.S. Air Force Nellis Range. This area 
also contains the stuff of myths and legends, but little local revenue: Area 51. 

• Mohave County's patterns of ownership and federal acquisitions are difficult to quantify since 
BLM did a major revision of federal entitlement holdings (mostly affecting BLM acreage) in 2005. 
It, too, has significant Indian Reservation land, which is not accounted for in the table. Currently 
the County is battling an acquisition effort led by Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) for the Planet 
Ranch property on the Bill Williams River. Part of the ranch property lies also in La Paz County. 
BOR has sought the property for years, since it was acquired for water rights by Scottsdale. 
Arizona Game and Fish has sought the property for years to "redevelop" for the purpose of 
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creating/restoring wildlife habitat for implementation of the Lower Colorado River Multi-species 
Conservation Plan. The acquisition Is convoluted, but involves a mining company retaining some 
of the water and moving rights to another basin, some form of donation and a lease among BOR 
and AGF. What is noteworthy is that the County's concerns relative to productive private land 
and tax base have been totally ignored throughout the entire process. A congressional mandate 
was approved at the end of the 113‘^ Congress, directing work on the transfers to occur during 
2015. Mohave County has filed suit to restrict the transfer. 

• Nye County also has far more federal estate than can be documented here. The U.S. Air Force 
Nellis Range dominates a huge area of the eastern part of the county. The Nevada Test Site of 
the Department of Energy also occupies all or part of 38 townships, some 875,000 acres closed 
to the public and economic use. Nye County is the site of the Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste 
Site, which has been defunded, but which would have brought at least a small amount of 
contractor and federal employment to the county from the federal land presence. 

• San Bernardino County's experience is worthy of a detailed look at what has happened to its 
private acreage as well as its changes In land use. The expansion of the federal estate can be 
well documented as it has occurred over the past two decades. Its experience as the Poster 
Child regarding federal acquisition Is worth detailing, since it could well apply in the future to 
any of many other counties in the West. First District Supervisor Robert Lovingood's testimony 
before the House Federal Lands Subcommittee at its April 15 hearing touched on some of the 
points, and the full statement expanded on them. But they are worth repeating and expanding 
upon here, since they well may prove a model because of the inter-relationship of LWCF, habitat 
acquisition to carry out programs involving federally listed species, and the PILT program. 

o Rather than 65% federal, the County is 81% federal, with the addition of 1,929,821 acres 
of military land to the federal "entitlement" acreage used for PILT calculation. 

o Since 2000 (the first year for which we have documentation) BLM acreage has Increased 
from 5,634,098 acres to 6,2218,816 acres, a gain of 584,718 acres; NPS acreage has 
increased from 1,475,471 acres to 1,679,666 acres, a gain of 204.195 acres. 

o 1994 was the year of reckoning for the County. The passage of the California Desert 
Protection Act (CDPA) led to expanded units of the National Park System, a new 
National Preserve administered by NPS which had much private land within it, and 
creation of some 4.5 million acres of wilderness in all three NPS units plus BLM land. 
Additionally, In 1994, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service designated critical habitat and 
adopted its recovery plan for the desert tortoise, establishing Desert Wildlife 
Management Areas (DWMAs) which BLM adopted in subsequent planning. This covered 
6.4 million acres in the Mojave and Colorado Desert region across the four states. 

54.5% of ail critical habitat lies in San Bernardino County, representing 7 of the 16 
critical habitat units. This sets in motion conservation and protection programs, not 
only in San Bernardino but all the other counties belonging to QuadState, with the 
exception of La Paz. (La Paz has its own Issue with the Sonoran Population where listing 
of the tortoise Is pending.) 
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o The CDPA established the Mojave National Preserve, transferring a million and a half 
acres from BLM multiple use management to National Park Service. Even though 
livestock grazing was specifically allowed to continue In the region, within three years all 
but one of the ranch operations had been purchased by a conservation organization, the 
leases retired, and the private base property turned over to the Park Service. We 
surmise the source of ultimate federal acquisition had to involve LWCF funds. These 
acquisitions contributed to the de-population of the region, as well as its re- 
federalization. NPS paid the ranchers for their property, and then contracted with them 
to dismantle the ranch infrastructure (fences, well equipment, pipelines, etc.) and 
allowed them to salvage the materials. 

o A second anecdote will also add to the aggressiveness with which federal acquisitions 
occur. With the passage of the CDPA, the southeast boundary of Death Valley National 
Park was extended east to State Highway 127 and added the Ibex Dunes and Ibex 
Mountain, just south of the Inyo County line. The owners of Rainbow Talc Mine had just 
received approval of their plan of operations for re-opening a high value talc mine from 
BLM as the CDPA was passed. The NPS indicated, as the new landlord, the miners must 
start over with full EIS required. After two years of wrangling and analysis (and even 
presentation at a House hearing in the 1996-97 period) NPS finally worn the owners 
down, and paid them for the property. The primary value from the NPS standpoint was 
the presence of a hand-built headframe that the claimants had built over the past 30 
years. (Death Valley NP celebrates its mining past, but assures little to none occurs In 
the present.) From an easy drive to the mine on a dirt trail, access to see the historic 
headframe Is now a five-mile hike, and beyond the capacity of most visitors to ever see, 
and the high quality mineral has been removed from any economic use. This pattern 
has been repeated throughout the Southwest, and Is likely to continue for the 
foreseeable future as long as "conservation" legislation continues to be passed, and 
National Monuments are administratively designated under the Antiquities Act. 

All of these factors have combined to drive the 788,913 of private land that has been lost to 
federal ownership and control In the county. A significant part of this total transfer was the 
result of the arrangement between the Catellus Corporation (successor to Southern Pacific RR 
Land Company), a land trust, and BLM. A significant part of the final payoff for the 
checkerboard lands across the desert came from the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
Currently there are proposals to place a significant part of this land in a National Monument, 
which would have the effect of confirming fears that acquired lands, even by BLM, assume a 
mantel of conservation value and multiple use takes a back seat. 

• The West Mojave Land Use Plan affects San Bernardino, Kern and Inyo Counties. Begun in 1990, 
It was not completed until a record of decision in 2006. It was subsequently litigated, and BLM 
is still carrying out court-ordered remediation. The Plan, even under BLM decisions, eliminated 
sheep grazing on the mixture of public and private land in the region, again part of the remnant 
railroad checkerboard land. While not advocating for private land acquisition directly. Its 
adoption of the DWMA pattern as tortoise conservation areas (TCAs), and doubling for Mohave 
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ground squirrel habitat, It laid out a potential program for reducing or eliminating private land in 
the region. This has proved to be a target for directing persons needing mitigation land to 
acquire for subsequent "donation" to either the BLM or the State of California. (It is fair to note 
that the QuadState member counties intervened In the litigation on West Mojave on behalf of 
the government. The Authority argued on behalf of the Endangered Species Act aspects of the 
case regarding tradeoffs of mitigation and application of the ESA. The Federal District Court 
approved that aspect of the arguments, remanding only BLM's route designations in the region.) 

Outside our QuadState LGA membership, i want to touch on the Clark County Nevada situation. Clark 
did not join the QuadState LGA, preferring to develop its own Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and 
Multi-species Conservation Plan (MSCP), and proceed In cooperation with USFWS. It collected 
development fees from those who built out the Las Vegas Valley, at $585/acre. Using these funds It 
implemented mitigation for desert tortoise, among other conservation actions. While not under the 
aegis of the LWCF, it does reflect the degree to which federal and local officials will aggressively seek 
private land and abate legally authorized activity on public land which Is deemed adverse to species 
conservation and recovery. With funds from the development fees, FWS agreed that getting rid of 
permitted livestock grazing was an appropriate mitigation. Clark County then offered to buy out all the 
grazing permits and ranches in the County, 52 in all. All but one sold. (The exception, Ammon Bundy, is 
a case in Itself, but I have been assured that he was made an offer.) The point here, once again is the 
de-DOPulation effect of land acquisitions regardless of which agency or level of government carries them 
out. in this case, 51 ranch families were eliminated, and It was driven by USFWS and its conclusions that 
domestic livestock use on the range was deleterious to maintaining and improving desert tortoise 
habitat. This was a specific recommendation in the Service's 1994 Recovery Plan. 

A revised recovery plan for desert tortoise was prepared by FWS in 2011. As part of moving forward and 
gaining improved commitment for implementation, FWS organized Recovery Implementation Teams, 
and work groups. They were composed of biologists, a few user representatives, and a single local 
government representative on each of the work groups. Those groups, of which there were three work 
groups in California, three in the Nevada-Arizona-Utah area, and one covering the Red Cliffs Reserve in 
Utah, near St. George. All continued to press for land acquisition as being a top priority action item. 

Renewable energy development created a land rush in the desert. Developers have sought siting for 
projects, primarily solar, but also for wind. Even though excluded from prime desert tortoise habitat, 
most projects, particularly solar, took large areas, some of which unavoidably included habitat for 
tortoise and other species of concern such as Mohave ground squirrel, burrowing owl, and a variety of 
plant species. As a result, developers bought, or took options on available tracts of private land 
throughout the desert because the wildlife agencies, state and federal, required "compensation," at a 
rate often equal to 3:1 and at times reaching 5:1. Three to five acres of private land donated to 
conservation for every acre upon which development is allowed! These compensation lands are then 
either transferred to BLM if public land development is involved, or to the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) for private land development. So besides the federal acquisitions which are the 
subject of this hearing, counties have also lost a substantial private acreage to the State of California, 
particularly in an area west of Barstow In the Harper Lake area. 
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The current culmination of this program, which affects all four California counties of QuadState, is the 
Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP). None of the counties have signed on (though 
they have participated in meetings and coordination activities), and after release of the draft, BLM and 
the State of California have opted for proceeding with a go-it-alone process. That said, the plan will lay 
out areas upon which renewable energy can take place with minimal environmental impacts. The 
concern is the designation of major "conservation areas" which will serve to mitigate the allowable and 
targeting development goal. Given the amount of wilderness already created in the desert part of 
California under previous acts of Congress, counties are apprehensive regarding additional areas that 
will be set aside for "conservation" which most conclude is restricted use or non-use, and will carry 
further pressure to wipe out private land "Inholdings." 

Also continuing is the DOD REPI program. This program. Readiness and Environmental Protection 
integration, has been active in seeking acquisitions. About three years ago a contract between the Navy 
at China Lake and Edwards AFB with The Nature Conservancy sought lands around the bases so as to 
eliminate private land and maintain base boundary Integrity without base expansion. It was not 
successful because it coincided with the renewable energy land rush, but it Is our understanding it will 
be returning to the desert soon, with emphasis around Ft. Irwin this time. 

One of the issues which draws our negative concern about land acquisitions by the federal agencies 
Involves a fundamental tenant of BLM which seems to be disappearing: multiple use land management. 
Acquired lands have increasingly taken on an aura of "conservation lands" which in large part means 
non-use. This is particularly true of mitigation lands. The wildlife agencies insist that non-compatible 
uses such as livestock grazing be prohibited and mining be restricted or prohibited. One of the driving 
forces behind the proposed Mojave Trails National Monument in California in the recently introduced S. 
414, besides protecting iconic Route 66, is to permanently assure the former private land transferred to 
BLM in 1999 and 2000 will not be available for solar or other leases on the acquired land. The National 
Monument would also withdraw the land from the operation of the mining laws from entry and 
location. 

What has all this land acquisition cost? From a direct economic sense of uses foregone, It Is impossible 
to analyze a negative. We don't know what kinds of enterprises might have made use of the private 
lands which counties have lost throughout the region. We do know that in the west desert sheep 
grazing which had been an annual activity in the spring for over 100 years, has disappeared. While this 
was the direct result of the desert tortoise listing and a jeopardy opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
the secondary effect was that the owner of the private land who leased to the ranchers lost their 
revenue source, thus speeding a decision to simply dispose of land that could no longer produce 
revenue. 

We also know, with the establishment of the Mojave National Preserve NPS and a conservation 
organization moved quickly to liquidate all of the ranching in this valuable high country of the Mojave in 
San Bernardino County. One outfit remains, by choice. But the private land, and the ranching families, 
are gone, as are the support facilities. A similar scenario has played out in Nevada under the aegis of the 
HCP. Part of the effect of re-federalization of land in the West is also de-population of the rural areas of 
the West; they go hand in hand! 
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De-population does not mean any less demand for services, especially from County governments. Even 
without residents, the public still needs the county road network, and by Inviting more people to visit 
the wildlands the need for emergency services such as search and rescue, and even law enforcement 
actually increase, even with lower revenue coming in. 

What we do know, but can't fully document, Is the continuing and permanent loss of county property 
tax revenue. Most of the desert's undeveloped land did pay $1.00 or so per acre in property tax every 
year. Since the total has changed each year, both with respect to actual acreage increasing, and changes 
in private land lost, either to federal, state, or land trust acquisition, and tax rates also change at the 
margin. The areas around the ranches which contained structures were assessed at higher values. It is 
fair to estimate that San Bernardino County, on the basis of the acreages, locations, and assessed 
valuations that the County has lost $1 million to perhaps $1.5 million per year in tax revenue form the 
direct loss of tax base. This loss is in perpetuity, not counting the foregoing of any future economic use 
or activity. Using 2000 as a base year, I will opine that San Bernardino County has lost between 
$15,000,000 and $20,000,000 in tax revenue over the past 15 years. Other counties in the QuadState 
organization have not experienced this degree of loss, but the potential exists for other states to lose 
private lands to a similar extent. 

And relative to economic opportunity I want to bring to the Committee's attention that in California 
industrial-sized solar development has been made tax exempt. So without changes In state law 
removing this status so counties can receive some revenue flow from renewable energy, that 
development source Is off the board for revenue flow. And from a federal perspective, there is no 
revenue sharing with local governments from lease payments or royalties. 

I could not make this statement without specific reference to the Payment In Lieu of Taxes (PILT) 
program. While surprising, there is an almost universal lack of knowledge among federal field officials 
regarding this program and its calculations. If there is knowledge, there is the myth, that some have 
reported to me having seen in writing, that land acquisitions cost the county nothing, "they'll just get It 
back in PILT." The table at the beginning of this statement reflects federal payments to each of our 
member counties. For the 2014 payment, the PILT base payment was $2.58 per acre under Alternative 
A, and $0.36 per acre under Alternative B. Without getting Into the weeds on PILT formulas, suffice it to 
say that the optimum or sweet spot for PILT payment is approximately 1.3 million entitlement acres. 
Above that, and with 50,000 population, PILT remains a constant, adjustable only by the inflation factor 
built into full-funding or the appropriations process. 

The take-home message is simply that for large federal land counties such as Inyo, Nye, Mohave 
and San Bernardino, the transfer of private land to the federal estate, results in no PILT to offset 
the loss. 

There is an exception. Under Section 6904 acquisitions In National Park Service administered areas, and 
areas within National Forest Wilderness Areas, continue to pay property taxes on acquired land, but 
only for five years. Among our membership the 2014 payments were $1,276 for Inyo County, $22,254 
for San Bernardino, and $76 to Washington County. When PILT was written in 1976, there was an 
underlying assumption that private lands acquired in the national forests or BLM areas would produce a 
revenue stream to the agencies and potentially the economic activity would yield benefits to local 
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government. The times have changed, and this outlook is no longer viable. In Clark County Nevada, at 
least its model provided for private land development In the valley, which added to tax base, and offset 
the losses in economic activities on public land and the loss of tax base in rural areas. 

In conclusion, I recommend that committee undertake a review of all federal land acquisition programs, 
both in the context of the reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund, and in providing 
oversight to all the other means in which federal agencies acquire private land and set them aside for 
uses (really non-use in practice) outside their mandated mission. This hearing is likely the start of such a 
review. 

In summary I recommend: 

1. Land acquisitions by federal agencies be minimized through congressional direction. 

2. Federal land acquisitions receive concurrence from local governments before they are 
consummated. 

3. Expand Section 6904 of PILT to include property tax payments from lands acquired by ail federal 
agencies, and provide that such payments shall continue In perpetuity. 

4. Eliminate the concept of "compensation" as a function of mitigation. 

5. Restrict the activity of land trusts acting as brokers or middlemen in land acquisition by 
providing a minimal holding period prior to any transfer to a federal agency which involves 
payment for the land from appropriated funds. 

6. Provide a full review over all the means by which federal wildlife and land management agencies 
expand their holdings external to congressional oversight and direction, and assure a public 
process and vetting is Included in such acquisition. 

7. Amend LWCF authorities to allow the use of funds for infrastructure maintenance. Such change 
in direction should have the outcome of reducing land acquisition, and not be treated as an 
additional program undertaking. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this statement and input to the Committee. I welcome 
comments, and offer the Authority's assistance to making further Input and participation in developing a 
program which reduces the effects of land acquisitions and additions to the federal estate, and assuring 
counties retain sufficient land to provide viable economic development opportunities. 
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niSTRiCTS. 


oiu;go.n s tate senate 

»0 COURT ST, NE, S-4(7 
SALEM. OR 97301 


AugBst2t.'2«14 


Senator Ron Wyden 
U. S. Senate 

223 Dirkson Senate Office 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Senator Wyden, 

I am most grateful for your ongoing support and involvement wilh the Coastal Cmicus, and. your 
continued presence at the Oregon Coast Economic Summit is truly a highlight of this annoal 
event 

I noticed a news release from Governor Ktehabet ’s office recently, announcing anotter 
$657,000 coming to Oregon from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), mid { made a 
mental note to take a moment to thank you for your continued leadership on this invaluable 
funding mechanism. 

Since its inception fifty years ago, LWCF has invested nearly $4 billion into protecting state and 
federal lands. These monies enable our state and localities to give more opportunities for youth 
and families to enjoy the outdoors while protecting critical habitat for wildlife. I.WCF dollars 
helped acquire additional land at spectacular Cape Kiwanda, improved visitor racilities at coastal 
waysides, and built boat ramps, in my district. And clearly, the benefits of LWCF monies go fa 
beyond conservation; they also help to enhance the tourist experience in Oregon, which, in turn, 
creates muefoneeded jobs. 

Senator, as a legislator and a citizen of Oregon, I applaud your leadership, helping to preserve 
and enhance many of the most special places in Oregon, while helping to employ Oregonians. 

Iff can be of service in assisting you in maintaining and enhancing LWCF, ytoa can count on my 
support. 1 am most appreciative of your visionary leadership on this prized funding tool. 

And, again, thank you for your participation in this week's summit. Your presence added 
significantly to the event. 


Sincerely, 



Senator Arnie Roblan 


CaiiBeJSlMK! 

m « 


265 


Sept 8, 2014 

Senator Ron Wyden 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

I know that you've been working diligently to reauthorize the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (LWCF) and as a small businessman in the biofuel industry in Central Oregon, I thought I'd 
take just a moment to give you the encouragement and appreciation for your efforts that you 
so richiy deserve. 

I read of your call to re-authorize the LWCF, noting its 50th anniversary, and I share your 
passion for this important legislation which has done so much to "preserve special places in 
Oregon and across America,” as you so eloquently put it. 

In Deschutes County alone, almost $2-million in LWCF monies have created numerous 
recreational opportunities including new swimming pools in Bend, a sports complex in 
Redmond, and hiking trail creation and rehabilitation all over Central Oregon. These facilities 
are used by tens of thousands of people every year, and I have no doubt the many hikers, 
birdwatchers, swimmers and sports enthusiasts who take advantage of these remarkable public 
spaces have no idea how they were funded. 

LWCF is a critical component in creating many of the amenities enjoyed in here in Central 
Oregon, as well as the preservation of wildlife areas, the creation of working forests, and the 
protection of wetlands in the more rural areas of Oregon. 

I wholeheartedly encourage you to continue in your efforts to persuade your colleagues of the 
value of LWCF, and I thank you for your work. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Rola 

President, Go Bio Co 
64682 Cook Ave., Suite 71 
Bend, OR 97701 
541.410.6707 
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Oct. 12, 2014 

Senator Ron W\tien 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Wyden, 

i just learned of your call for permanent funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF) and t want to take a moment to thank you for your efforts. My professional background 
is in software engineering and as a university administrator, afthou^ I'm now retired, i remain 
active with nonprofit and educational programs. My enthusiasm for the outdoors includes 
kayaking and sailing where 1 enjoy Identifying and observing birds, mammals and plants. 

Experience has rfiown me that a deep talent pool is a requirement for Oregon to successfully 
compete in the global marketplace, and Oregon's livability has been greatly enhanced by 
projects funding by LWCF. The Improvements in our recreation infrastructure, the preservation 
of our most scenic areas, and the conservation of our forests and wildlife — ail benefits of 
LWCF — give Oregon an important leg up in attracting and retainingtalented employees. We 
need the people who come here to hike in our forests, paddle our rivers and estuaries, and piay 
ball on our fields. All of these have been enhanced in some way by monies brought to Oregon 
by the LWCF. So I appreciate LWCF not only as a conservation and recreation tool, but as an 
important economic development asset. 

Thank you for your leadership on permanently funding LWCF and for reminding your 
Congressional colleagues of the critical value of this important program. Your efforts are truly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


Bruce Schafer 
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September 10, 2014 


ttonorabie Senator Ron Wyden 
223 Diritsen Senate Office Building 
Washin^on, DC 2^10 


Dear Senator Wyden, 

it's a take a few more moments to a^iredate people for their effort^ rather than a^ toem 
for sometoing, so i am reiishlr^ this ow>ortontty to thank you for your teadersMp on the 
Land and Water Conservation Fumi (LWCFJ, which has had such a significant positive 
impact In the Jackson and Josephine Counti^. 

As Exeoftive Director of SORECS, Southern Oregon Re^onal Economic Development, 4nc., 1 
can say that LWCF has made a bstirjg difference to the residents and busH)esses of the 
area. The muhipte expansions and improvements of Lithia Park have been funded by 
monies from LWCF, as weii as expansion of Valley of toe Rogue State Park. In Josephine 
County residents and visitors have benefitted from improvement to city parks In Grants 
Pass, M^to, and Cave iuriction, all thanks to LWCF dottars. 

Projects like these provide our citizens with more than the opportunity to participate in 
recreation and appreciate nature as they also contribute to a quaRty of life that lures 
talented peopte to our regioa Our companies frequently compete nationally tor skilled 
workers so the wonderfrii outdoor reaeation opportonities tonded by LWCF help Southern 
Oregon be a h^ly desirable area to live, work, and play. 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund has truly played a part of makir^ our region a 
^jecial place and we appreciate your contimang leadersh^ on tois bnportant pr(^ram. 
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May 6, 2015 


Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Chair 

Honorable Marla Cantwell, Ranking Minority 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 

United States Senate 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senators MurkowskI and Cantwell 

1 write today as a concerned citizen with a professional background in policy research and national 
advocacy for public recreation and parks from 1967 to 2005. From 1975 until retirement I served as 
director of Public Policy for the National Recreation and Park Association, a national membership 
organization of citizens serving on public recreation and park boards and commissions, and executives 
and staff that plan, design and manage an incredible array of public resources and services. One of my 
major objectives was to engage in research In support of annua! appropriations, and periodic 
improvements to the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act. My organization also supported several 
other national public laws, policies and practices that enhanced recreation access and services. 

1 also have a continuing personal Interest In parks and recreation and their importance to the health and 
wellness of society at large; Thus, i abhor statements by public officials, the media and, on occasion, 
even the medical community who refer to the "recreational use of drugs." Statements of this nature 
reflect a basic ignorance of the importance of recreation to individuals and to society at large. The 
results of LWCF investments tend to counter thoughtless statements. 

LWCF Reauthorization and Appropriation Levels 

The principal policy objective of the act is first and foremost to improve public health through 50/50 
federal/state public partnerships and federal land systems. This requires thoughtful long term planning, 
program assessments, reliable appropriations, and many other actions to create and sustain 
intergovernmental partnerships and Incentives. The 2012 annual LWCF Report (The latest available due 
to severe staff limits), reported unmet state and local needs of $18.6 billion. 

Thus, the LWCF act should be reauthorized for at least ten years and at substantially higher 
appropriation levels, consistent with the annual Inflation index or some portion of it. The Presidents 
Commission on Americans Outdoors established by President Reagan and chaired by then Tennessee 
governor Lamar Alexander recommended an annual authorization of $1 billion. Since the present 
authorized funding level of $900 million annually was established in 1979 and continuing to 2015 the 
inflation index has increased by 225.2 percent or to about $3.3 billion. Other actions should also be 
taken, including regular appropriation of authorized but as yet un-appropriated balances credited to the 
LWCF Treasury account. Given the uncertainty of long-term availability of public revenues derived 
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annually from the Outer Continental Shelf the fund should remain available for future generations by 
"banking" these diminishing public resources. 

Authorized Allocation Formula 

The act should be amended to return to its initial allocation formula of 60 percent state/local and 40 
percent federal land systems as established by Congress for the initial five years of the program. That 
ratio was urged by western members of the House Interior Committee, who also argued successfully 
that state and local governments in the West needed funds for development of facilities to enable public 
recreation access and use. The objective of the initial argument was reiterated by witnesses before the 
Reagan Commission who repeatedly urged members to emphasize policies and funds that addressed the 
need for "close to home" investments. No one should ignore the public imperative to conserve and 
expand the several public values associated with our national resource systems, but recreation use of 
state and local parks tend to dwarf the federal numbers. 

LWCF Program Responsibilities 

During subsequent amendments to the act a House-Senate conference committee adopted an 
amendment, at the recommendation of a western state U.S. senator, that the allocation formula be 
reversed to provide that "not less than 60 %" of annual appropriations be available for land acquisition 
in the four federal systems— national parks, forests, refuges, and the public domain (BLM). That 
amendment, of course, removed all protection for the state/local grants program. 

In an equally stressful action, the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation {1962)/Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service was abolished by secretarial action and its several functions, including all LWCF 
responsibilities, (importantly budget development and requests), were transferred to the National Park 
Service. NPS, of course, as a major federal land managing agency has competing budget interests, thus 
and an immediate budget "conflict of interest" was created. NPS witnesses appearing before Interior 
appropriation subcommittees frequently failed to mention the LWCF grant program, and if asked, 
replied that the budget request was adequate. Subsequently, annual budget requests and 
appropriation levels fell to about $25 million annually for a number of years. 

The committee can and should direct that budget/appropriation requests and administration of the 
LWCF Program be removed from a land management agency and placed in the Office of the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

Budget, Appropriation Levels and Conditions 

Appropriation levels should be sufficient to "make a difference," that is, to encourage state and local 
partners to engage in assessments of present and future needs, to plan investment accordingly, and to 
move aggressively to assure the availability of non-federal matching funds. The present state 
population-based apportionment formula should be retained, with an examination of the present 
Statewide Comprehensive Plan requirements to determine if plans are both strategic and truly meet 
state and local priorities. The committee should consider the practicality of inviting state congressional 
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delegations to comment during their states planning process. A portion of annual appropriations should 
be retained by the Secretary of the Interior and competitively made available to focus on key national 
goals— improved health and wellness, resource conservation, environmental integrity, special urban 
and/or small community public needs, economic growth, social wellbeing, and perhaps others. The most 
critical projects, especially those in economically distressed places, should be eligible to receive a more 
favorable grant percentage/lower local or state match requirement. 

Traditional "maintenance" would continue to be ineligible as grantees would be expected to have 
sufficient governmental structure, resources, and staff qualified to protect investments. 

Protecting Aided Resources in Perpetuity— Section 6(f)(3) 

The act obligates a state, regional or local grantee to protect LWCF-aided sites (or entire sites if an aided 
project is part of a larger resource area), in perpetuity. This requirement Is critical to the continued 
expansion and upgrading of a national network of park and recreation public places. Absent this 
required high degree of protection one informed individual remarked: "Absent this requirement, LWCF 
becomes just another grant program." The legacy of over 42,000 aided projects attests to this. 

I would be happy to meet with you to share further perspectives on these and other aspects of this 
statement. 

Sincerely, 

Barry S. Tindall Fails Church, Virginia 703/533-9855 C.703/231-S101 
My associates and I would be happy to discuss these remarks 
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Governor Bill Walker 

STATE OF ALASKA 


April 21, 2015 


The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
Chairwoman 

Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee 
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


'IRe Honorable Rob Bishop 
Chairman 

House Natural Resources Committee 
1324 I^ongworth House (Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Senate Einergy & Natural Resources Committee 
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable Raul Grijalva 
Ranking Member 

House Natural Resources Committee 
1329 Longworth House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Senators Murkowski and Cantwell and Representatives Bishop and Grijalva, 


The Land and Water Conservation Fund (I.WCF) Act was established in 1965 to help preserve, 
develop and assure access to outdoor recreation facilities to strengthen the health of U.S. citizens. 
As you are well aware, the Act is up for reauthorization this year. I am supportive of reauthorization 
of the LWCF program with the modifications that follow'. 


While the original act indicated that 60 percent of the fund was to be available for state purposes 
and 40 percent for federal, a 1976 amendment revised the law so not less than 40 percent of the 
appropriations from the fund arc to be available for federal purposes. 'Foday, more than 80 percent 
of tlie fund routinely gtjes to federal agencies. LWCF has been the principal source of monies for 
land acquisition fiir outdoor recreation by four federal agencies — the National Park Service, Bureau 
of land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Forest Service. Beginning in FY1 998, 
LWCF has also been used to fund an array of other federal programs with related purposes. 


Per die LWCF Act, Outer Condnental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas revenues, monies derived from the 
sale of surplus federal real estate, and taxes on motorboat fuel are deposited into the I.WCF. C9CS 
revenues have historically comprised the overwhelming share of money used by the LWCF 
program. 


The State of Alaska has received 135,812,715 since the Act was adopted by Congress in 1965. On 
average since inception, the State has received $716,254 annually. Howe^^er, beginning in 2006, the 
State has received on average $265,474 per year. Due to the reduced amount, the State now 
combines two years’ worth of LWCF apportionments before opening a grant round for 
competition. Historically, LWCF funds have been spent on access and outdoor recreation projects 
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The Honorable 
The Honorable 
Hie Honorable 
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Lisa Murkowski 
Maria CantweE 
Rob Bishop 
Raul Grijalva 


throughout Alaska, such as building or improving triuls, boat-related infrastructure, campgrounds, 
beach access roads, wayside upgrades, and Ammcans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility. 

As noted above, I support LWCF rcauthorizatioa, but r«juest the following modifications: 

1 . Reinstate the original language dial allocates 60 percent of LWCF revenues for state 
governments and 40 percent for the federal government. 

2. Continued authorization for IWCF at $900 million annually. 

3. Significantiy reduce or eliminate the ability for federal agencies to purchase large tracts of 
land, especially in the western United States. 

4. Simplify the process to convert land from recreational uses to other uses requited by the Act 
and modify the requirement that IWCF-funded lands remain in recreational use in 
perpetuity and allow conversions after 20 to 40 years. 

5. Require state agencies to submit a Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan every 
ten years - instead of every five years - with a brief update every five years, if warranted. 

6. Provide states with the authority to use all or part of the LWCF .stateside funds for 
renovation, restoration and stewardship of lands, and outdoor recreational facilities, as well 
as providing states with more flexibility to use LWCF funds for administrative purposes, 

7. The LWCF reauthorization and the expansion of Outer Continental Shelf oil and ^as 
development-related revenue sharing t(3 Alaska and other states should be passed at the same 
time. 

I appreciate your consideration of my views on this important issue. If you or your staff would like 
to discuss this matter further, please do not hesitate to contact Kip Knudson, my Director of State 
and Federal Relations, at 202-624-5859 or kip.knudson@alaska.gov. 


Sincerely, 



Bill Walker 
Governor 


cc: Ihe Honorable Mark Myers, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Natural Resources 

Ed Fogels, Deput}' Commissioner, Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Kip Knudson, Director of State and Federal Relations, Office of tlie Governor 
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Washington Outdoor Alliance 

Access Fund • American Alpine Club • American Whitewater • Ei Sendero Backcountry Ski Club 
Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance • The Mountaineers • Washington Climbers Coalition 
Washington Trails Association 


April 20, 2015 


The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
Chairman 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable Marla Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell: 

The Access Fund, American Alpine Club, American Whitewater, Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance, The 
Mountaineers, Washington Climbers Coalition and Washington Trails Association - ail human-powered 
recreation organizations in Washington State - come together as a coalition on issues relating to recreation, 
access and conservation. As the group Outdoor Alliance Washington, we represent more than 34,000 
members who recreate on public lands. 

We are writing today in light of the April 22"'^ hearing on the reauthorization and potential reforms to the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund {LWCF} to share our community's perspectives on the invaluable role the 
LWCF has in creating opportunities for conservation and outdoor recreation. 

The LWCF is the only is the only federal program dedicated to the continued conservation and access to 
recreation in our national parks, forests, wildlife refuges, wilderness, monuments, and other federal 
conservation lands, as welt as creating and developing state and local parks. We believe that the LWCF Is one 
of our nation's most important conservation programs. Protecting our nation's, and Washington State's, 
natural places so we all have access to recreate is imperative to the future of conservation and growing the 
outdoor recreation economy. LWCF has funded many projects that our membership enjoys, including close- 
in opportunities for nature, like the Mount Si Conservation Area, as well as wilderness-based projects, both 
very important to our human-based recreation community. If it Is not reauthorized in essentially its current 
form, critical lands and outdoor recreation sites all across the country will be at risk. 

We urge the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee and the House Natural Resources Committee 
to resist the call for counterproductive changes to LWCF as they work through the reauthorization process, 
and instead hold LWCF up as a shining example of an efficient and effective toolbox for every state and 
county in America to tap into when in order to address their community-based conservation and recreation 
needs and opportunities. 


Sincerely, 


Joe Sambataro, Northwest Regional Director, Access Fund 

Eddie Espinosa, Northwest Region Manager, American Alpine Club 

Thomas O'Keefe, Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director, American Whitewater 

Gus Bekker, President, E! Sendero Backcountry Ski Club 

Glenn Glover, Executive Director, Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance 
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Martinique Grigg; Executive Director, The Mountaineers 

Matt Perkins, Washington Climbers Coalition 

Andrea Imler, Advocacy Director, Washington Trails Association 
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April 17, 2015 


The Honorable Lisa Murkowski 
Chairwoman 

Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Sen. Maria Cantwell 
Ranking Member 

Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

CC: Members of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee 


Dear Senators Murkowski and Cantwell. 

The Western Landowners Alliance is a West-wide organization of landowners working to 
sustain healthy, resilient and economically viable w'orking lands. We write to express our 
full support for the re-authorization and full funding of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (LWCF). The LWCF originated as a visionary bi-partisan effort to conseiTe this 
nation's land, water and natural resources. We share this vision. Members of the Western 
Landowners Alliance represent diverse political views and Interests but find solid common 
ground in embracing our responsibility to endow future generations with the resources and 
opportunities from which we presently benefit. 

The LWCF provides important funding for theconsei-vation of working lands, large 
landscapes and support of rural economies. The Rocky Mountain Front is just one example 
of where LWCF has been applied to the working landscape. The conservation of this 12,130- 
acre, multi-generational family ranch through a purchased easement also accomplished 
protection on 17 miles of riparian habitat along the Teton River. LWCF dollars were 
matched in excess of 2:1 by private funds, and will be recycled into the local economy 
through the continuation of this traditional agricultural operation. 

The Forest Legacy program, funded by the LWCF, enables forest landowners to keep these 
working lands in the family, maintain healthy watersheds that benefit their communities, 
and develop forest resources upon which future generations will depend. 
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The LWCF has also helped our rural communiUes provide parks and recreational 
opportunities, preserve important historic, cultiiral sites, conserve natural resources areas, 
and supported our state and iocal economies. We want our children to experience and 
benefit from these lands as we have and without the LWCF, many of these opportunities 
would already have been lost 

We urge your support in the reauthorization and full funding for the LWCF, 


Sinrprplv 



Lesli Allison 
Executive Director 
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Willamette Valley 

VINEYARDS 


September 2, 2014 , 

Senator Ron Wyden 
U. S. Senate 

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 



Dear Sena^-W^den, 

I wanted to lake a moment to applaud your efforts on the issue of reauthorizing the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (IWCF). This piece of legislation, now 50 years old, has made a significant posltixra 
impact on the state of Oregon, conserving some of the most spectacular, most biologically diverse areas 
of our state and enhancing recreational access for all Oregonians. 

As someone who makes his livedfwod from the earth - and provides jobs to more than 120 Oregonians, 

I consider myself a steward of the land. Taking good care of our environment today, and for generatioris 
to come. Is the right thing to do. Monies from IWCF have protected waterways like Tenmile Creek and 
Upper Klamath Lake, expanded forest conservation eft>rts, and built wonderfril parks and recreation 
ftidlities In communities across the state. Simply put, Oregon would be diminished without the funds 
channeled here by LWCF. 

And as a businessman, I am welt aware that LWCF monies also drive economic development. City and 
county parks mean construction and maintenance jobs, as well as serve as draws for tourists, which. In 
turn, creates more jobs. I have no doubt that LWCF funds have contributed to significant economic 
development in some of the areas of Oregon hardest hit by the recent economic downturn. 

In dosing, Senator, I am truly grateful for your leadership on the Land and Water Conservation Fund, 
and urgeyou to continue to lead the fight to preserve some of our most treasured landscapes. 



Sincerely, 


sUD^mernau 

Founder 

Willamette Valley Vineyards 
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To whom it may concern: 

This last week, 1 had the pleasure of visiting my Oregon Senators DC offices as a volunteer with The Vet 
Voice Foundation to thank and encourage Sen. Wyden and Sen. Merkiey to reauthorize and fully fund 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. I'd like to share with you how important spending time 
outdoors is to me. 

As a native Oregonian the outdoors have always been a place of refuge, a sanctuary, a place 
where time stands still and my soul can find peace and healing. 

When i was in Iraq i always dreamed of returning to beautiful Oregon again and reminisced of 
times 1 spent with my family hiking, camping and fishing. I wanted nothing more tharr be surrounded by 
its towering evergreens, hike Saddle Mountain, Climb Smith Rock, and fish for brook trout In a seclude 
lake in the Cascades with my uncles. 

Since I was a young boy the outdoors have been a great part of my life and many of my brother 
in uniform that I served with. Its home, It's what we swore to defend and swore to each other we would 
return to. Our National and State Parks give us the freedom and opportunity to come together, to 
remove ourselves from the complications of PTSD in normal day life and find simplicity; the opportunity 
to share our experiences and further build healthy relationships outside a combat zone. 

When we deploy overseas it's not just us, but also the people next to us, our famiiles, our 
friends and neighbors, our communities. When we suffered they suffered with us. The outdoors is not 
just a healing opportunity for soldiers, but for us to reunite with the ones we love and find healing with 
them. 

i know that you are committed to continuing this wonderful program for future generations. Please 
encourage your fellow Senate members to vote to reauthorize the LWCF. Help protect our nations 
beautiful rich outdoors. Please continue the program so that our sons and daughters returning from the 
hardships of war can continue to have a place of healing and to help promote a healthy and vibrant 
outdoors for all Americans to enjoy. 

Very Respeafuily, 

ILT, Matthew W. Zedwick 

Silver Star Recipient, Oregon Army National Guard 

Astoria, Oregon 
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